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INTRODUCTION. 


fffHere  having  been  a  fmall  Pamphlet 
Prlnted  among  us,  a  few  Years  ago, 
written  on  the  Subject  inControverfy 
between  us  and  t\ieTlntipedobaptiJlsy  in  Way 
of  Dialogue ,  compos’d  (it  is  faid)  by  the  late 
Reverend  Mr.  Dickinfony  of  Elifabeth-Town 
in  New-Jerfey  ;  This  was  tho’t  fo  confide-? 
rable,  by  fome  of  the  Party  (it  feems)  as  that 
it  was  fent  over  to  Dr  John  Gill  of  London , 
for  an  Anfwer  to  it.  In  Compliance  with 
which  Motion,  that  Gentleman  has  tho’t  fit, 
in  a  labour’d  Piece  lately  publifh’d,  to  give 
the  World  a  Tafte  of  his  Abilities  in  an  At¬ 
tempt  to  defend  the  novel  Opinions  of  his 
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Se<£t.  And  a  confiderable  Number  of  his 
Books  being  bro’t  over, and  difpers’d  in  thefe 
Parts ;  tending  to  unhinge  the  Minds  of  Peo¬ 
ple  with  RefpeCt  to  fome  important  Truths 
of  the  Golpel,as  well  as  to  infufe  Scruples  in¬ 
to  them  about  the  Validity  of  theirBaptifm 
in  Infancy  ;  I  can’t  but  concur  in  Opinion 
with  feveralof  my  Friends, that  fome  Notice 
ought  to  be  taken  of  that  Performance,  in 
Way  of  Reply  :  And  at  their  Requeft,  fhall 
endeavour  to  beftow  fome  Remarks  upon  it, 
to  undeceive  the  vulgar  Reader,  by  pointing 
out  the  many  Miftakes  that  occur  in  it, with 
a  Refutation  of  them. 

MyDifinclination  toControverly  in  gene¬ 
ral,  and  to  this  in  particular  ;  and  the  Hope 
I  had,  that  fome  other,  and  abler  Hand, 
might  be  engaged  in  it,  muft  be  pleaded  in 
Excufe  of  my  Dilatorinefs  in  this  Undertak¬ 
ing. 

»  -  * 

I  am  very  fenlible,  that  to  attempt  an 
Anfwer,  at  this  Day,  to  the  Objections  and 

Cavils  of  the  Slntipedobaptifls ,  is  but  aEtum 
dgerepo  aCt  over  again  that  which  hath  been 

■  done 


Introduction.  iii 

done  more  than  an  Hundred  Times  already, 
and  that  upon  fuch  folidGrounds  of  Reafon, 
and  Scripture,  as  might  abundantly  fuffice 
to  determine  thePoint  with  all  unprejudic’d 
Inquirers,  and  to  filence  Gainfayers.  But 
fome  Men,  when  they  have  once  attached 
themfelves  to  the  Caufe  of  a  Party,  think 
themfelves  oblig’d  in  Point  of  Honour  to 
.perfift,  and  boldly  to  advance  in  the  Defence 
of  it,  tho’  it  be  in  Oppofition  to  the  cleared: 
Conviction.  Whether  this  be  the  Cafe  with 
Dr.  Gilly  I  fhall  not  take  upon  me  to  deter¬ 
mine  ;  but  conlidering  his  dogmatical  Pofi- 
tivenels  in  his  Affertions,  together  with  the 
Slendernefs  of  his  Proofs,  and  the  Weaknefs 
and  Abfurdity  of  feveral  of  his  Arguments 
and  Objections,  one  might  be  almoft  temp¬ 
ted  to  conclude,  the  Gentleman  was  Icarce 
in  Earned:  in  what  he  has  written.  • 

*  •  -t  4  .  .  y  •  t  i  <  •  x  ^ '•  f  •' 

But  when  the  Truth  is  impugned,  by 
whomfoever,  or  in  whatManner  foever,  and 
Scruples  call  into  the  Minds  of  common 
People  by  the  fophiftical  Reafonings  of  its 
Adverfaries,  to  unfettle  their  judgment  and 
Practice  in  Reference  to  thisChriftian  Ordi- 
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nance  of  Baptilm,aDefence  appears  necefia- 
iy  ;  and  this  being  the  prefent  Cafe,  how 
little  loever  I  am  inclined  to  Contro  verfy,  yet 
as  a  Friend  to  theCaufe  of  Truth,  andChder 
in  theChurches,  I  fhall  not  grudge  my  Time 
andPains  employed  in  the  Vindication  of  it, 
again#  the  Errors  of  Antipedobaptilm. 

Wherefore  my  chief  Aim  and  Endeavour 
in  this  Undertaking  fhall  be  to  vindicate  The 
Divine  Right  of  Infant-Baptifm ,  which  this 
Author  makes  fo  light  ofj  &  to  clear  up  the 
Arguments  from  Scripture  that  lupport  it, 
from  theDuft  &  Rubbifh  he  has  thrown  out 
upon  them,  to  breed  Confuiion  &  Perplexity 
in  the  Minds  of  People  of  lels  Dilcerning, 
and  lels  exercis’d  in  this  Controverfy.  And 
I  doubt  not  to  make  it  appear,  that  the  Ar¬ 
guments  in  the  Dialogue  from  Scripture,  to 
prove  the  Right  of  Chriftian  Infants  to  Bap- 
tilin,  Hand  in  their  full  Force  and  Strength, 
notwithftanding  all  that  Dr.  Gill  has  offer’d 
to  invalidate  them.  I  propole  to  detedt  the 
Errors  and  Fallacies,  whereby  he  has  endea¬ 
vour’d  to  darken  and  perplex  the  Subject ; 
and  to  fettle  theDodtrine  of  Infant-Baptifm 
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on  right  fcriptural  Grounds,  to  the  general 
Satisfaction  (I  truft)  of  the  Confciences  of 
humble  &  impartial  Inquirers  into  theMind 
and  Will  of  God  in  his  Word. 

As  I  have  nothing  to  fay  againft  the  Me¬ 
thod  Dr.  Gill  has  chofen  in  the  Divifion 
he  has  made  of  his  Work  into  ieveral  Chap¬ 
ters,  I  fhall  attend  him  with  my  Remarks  on 
eachChapter  diftinCtly .  His  two  or  three  firft 
are  taken  up  withDebates,  chiefly, about  the 
Confequences  of  denying  Infant-Baptifm  : 
The  Merits  of  the  Caufe  inControverfy  come 
not  into  View,  till  we  come  to  his  fourth 
Chapter.  I  tho’t  to  have  pafs’d  over  his 
formerChapters,with  fome  lighterTouches : 
but  feveral  Things,  I  find,  occur  therein, 
which  will  require  more  large  Animadver- 
fions,  elpecially  in  his  Third,  wherein  (from 
a  flender  Occafion  offer’d  him  in  the  Dia¬ 
logue)  he  has  led  his  Reader  into  the  hifto- 
rical  Part  of  the  Controverfy,  and  multipli¬ 
ed  Authorities  to  make  good  his  Pretenfions 
inFavour  of  Adult-Baptifm  ;  the  particular 
Examination  whereof,  in  Order  to  difeover 
the  Difingenuity,  and  Unfairnefs  of  his  Re- 
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prefentation  of  F a&s,  and  the  Vanity  &  Im- 
pertinency  of  his  laborious  Searches,  for  that 
Defign,  will  not,  I  fear,  be  bro’t  within  fo 
narrow  a Compafs,  as  I  could  wilh.  But  the 
mam  Dilpute  about  Infants  Right  to  Bap- 
ti  m  will  turn  upon  the  Arguments  produced 
and  controverted  in  his  4th  and  cth  Chap- 
ten  Wherefore  I  foall  begin,  and  proceed 
with  him  in  the  Method,  and  Order  he  has 
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Containing  Remarks  on  Dr.  Gilt s  Intro 
dudtion  to  his  Performance. 
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Hfi  firftChapter  ouf  Author  fpends  wholly 
in  giving  us  an  Account  of  the  Occafioa 
of  hisWriting,  and  in  decanting  on  the 
title  Page  of  the  Dialogue.  In  declaring 
the  Occalion  that  moved  him  to  draw 
his  Pen*  in  this  Controverfy*  he  begins 
thus  y  u  Many  being  converted  under  the  Miniftry  of 
“  the  Word  in  New- England,  and  enlighten’d  into  the 
Ordinance  of  Believers  Baptifm ,  whereby  the  Chur¬ 
ches  of  the  Baptift  Perfwafion  in  Bojlon  and  in  the 
Country*  have  been  much  increafed,  has  alarmed  the 
Psedobaptift  Minifters  of  that  Colony  *,  who  have 
applied  to  one  Mf.  Dickinson,  a  Country  Minifter 
—  to  write  in  Favour  of  Infant -Sprinkling  \  which 
Application  he  tho’t  fit  to  attend  unto  &c.”  In  this 
Introductory  Pafiage*  there  are  feveral  grofs  Miftakesin 
FaCt,  or  manifeft  Untruths  :  But  before  I  take  Notice 
of  thefe,  I  can’t  but  obferve,  in  what  Terms  of  Diftin- 
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Pr*  (in  common  with  all  otherAntipEdoban- 
tilts;  fpeaks  of  the  Baptifm  adminiftred  in  their  Coni 
mumon,  calling  it  Believers  Baptifm, and  in  whatTerms 
of  Diminution  &Contempt, he  fpeaks  of  theBaptifm  ad 
minifter’d  in  all  other  reformedChurches,who  arefasth°y 
are  pleafed  to  term  them)  Pasdobaptifts,  calling  jt  /«. 
f nut- Sprinkling..  The  former  Way  of  fpeakin  °  feems 
very  alfuming,  and  contemptuous  enough  to  their  Fel- 
low-Chriftians,  as  if  theAntipasdobaptifts  were  the  only 
People  in  Chriftendom ,  who  are  in  the  Practice  of  bap¬ 
tizing  Believers, and  as  if  all  others  baptiz’d  out  of  their 
Communion  were  Infidels,  and  theBaptifm  among  them 
not  worthy  of  the  Name  of  Chriftian  Baptifm ;  whereas 
there  is  no  other  Baptifm  adminiftred  in  our  Churches 
but  theBaptifm  of  Believers, or  thofe  who  are  accounted 
fuch,  either  upon  their  perfonal  Profeffion,  or  in  the 
Repute  of  the  Church,  andGod’s  gracious  Acceptation. 
As  to  adult  Peifons  unbaptized,  they  are  no  otherwile 
admitted  to  Baptifm  among  us,  it  is  known,  than  upon 
a  perfonal  ProfefTion  of  their  Faith.  And  as  to  the  In¬ 
fants  of  fuch  proteffing  Believers,  being  confider’d  as 
Parts  of  their  Parents,  and  being  admitted  by  God  into 
his  Covenant  with  their  believing  Parents,  they  are 
juftly  reckoned  by  the  Church  in  the  Number  of  Be¬ 
lievers,  and  as  fuch  baptiz’d  into  the  Faith  &  Religion 
of  their  Parents.  This  ought  not  to  appear  ftrange  to 
any,  who  confider,  that  among  all  Nations,  Children 
being  in  their  Non -age,  but  as  Parts  of  their  Parents, 
have  ever  been  reckon’d  of  the  Religion  of  their  Pa¬ 
rents  ;  the  Child  of  a  Mahometan  Parent, being  reputed 
a  Mahometan  ;  the  Child  of  a  Jewifh  Parent,  a  Jew, 
by  Religion,  as  well  as  Birth,  a  Difciple  of  Mofes  •,  and 
why  not  the  Child  of  a  Chriftian  Parent,  a  Chriftian,  a 
Believer,  a  Difciple  of  Chrift,  a  Saint,  or  holy  ?  All 
which  are  Terms  equipollent,  as  ufed  in  theNew-Tefta- 
ment  j  and  the  two  laft  exprefly  applied  to  the  Infants 
of  the  Faithful,  {API.  15.  10.  1  0,7.14.)  And  if  this 
diftinguilhingTerm,  they  are  fo  j'ond  of  in  fpeakingof 
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the  Baptifm  pradtifed  in  theirCommunion, offend  againft 
Charity,  the  other  Term,  whereby  they  would  expofe 
the  Baptifm  of  other  Churches  to  Derifion,  offends  no 
lefs  againftPiety ;  when  they  call  it  inWay  of  Contempt 
and  Mockery  (as  the  Quakers  do)  Infant-Sprinkling. 
But  fince  the  far  greateft  Part  of  Men  of  Learning  and 
Piety,  and  thofe  as  little  liable  to  Miflakes  &  Prejudice 
(to  fay  the  lead)  as  any  among  our  Antipasdobaptifts, 
have  been,  and  are  fully  perfwaded  of  the  divine  Infti- 
ftution  of  Infant  Baptifm,  as  alfo  of  the  Lawfulnefs  of 
the  Mode  of  Adminiftration  by  Perfufion,  or  Sprink- 
Jing, ;  and  fince  fo  very  greatNumbers  of  theirChriftian 
Brethren  (if  they  will  allow  them  to  be  Chriftian  Bre¬ 
thren)  efteem  the  Baptifm  of  theChildren  of  theChurch 
among  the  moft  facred  Parts  of  their  Religion, it  is  con¬ 
trary  to  all  Modefty,  and  to  the  Reverence  due  to  Re¬ 
ligion,  and  facred  Inftitutions,  in  fuch  a  Manner  to  de¬ 
ride  their  Practice  ;  and  ’tis  but  adting  a  friendly  Part 
to  Dr.  Gillj  and  thofe  of  his  Stamp,  to  advife  them  to 
be  cautious  here,  left,  if  Infant  Baptifm  fhould  prove  to 
be  a  divine  Inftitution,  (as  we  are  verily  perfwaded  it  is, 
and  God  has  own’d  it  by  his  Blefiing  in  very  numerous 
Inftances)  they  be  found  among  the  Scoffers  at  a  facred 
Ordinance  of  Jefus  Chrift.  Why  can’t  there  Men  be 
content  with  their  own  Tranfgrefilon,  in  negledting  to 
dedicate  their  Children  to  God  in  this  Ordinance,  (tho* 
they  plead,  they  are  not  convinc’d  that  it  is  their  Duty; 
and  fo  far  as  this  can  be  truly  pleaded, I  hope  theMercy 
of  God  will  not  impute  it  to  them  *,  but  then, I  fay, why 
fhould  not  their  own  Negledt  fuffice  them)  unlefs  they 
revile  the  Pradlice  of  thofe  who  have  no  Scruples  about 
it,  but  are  fully  perfwaded,  not  only  of  it’s  Lawfulnefs* 
but  of  their  Obligations  to  it,  as  a  Chriftian  Duty  ? 

But  the  main  Reafon  of  my  quoting  this  PafTage  at 
large, was  to  point  out  the  feveral  Miflakes  in  Fadt,  con¬ 
tain’d  in  it.  As  i.  “  That  the  Churches  of  theBaptift 
“  Perfwafion  at  Bojlon  and  in  the  Country,  have  been 
much  inceafed,  many  being  enlighten’d  into  the  Or- 
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finance  of  EelieversBaptifm.”'  That  this  is  aMiftake 
is  evident  t°  all  that  know  anyThingof  the  State  of  the 
Baptifts  (as  they  call  themfelves,)  in  our  Country  •  I 
hav-e  very  good  Information,that  the  Baptift  Church  in 
Rofton  under  theCare  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Condy,has  been  ra¬ 
ther  declining  lor  feveralYears  paft,  byReafon  of  aDiffe- 
rence  that  has  rifen  among  them  about  fome  religious 
Opinions,  which  has  occafion’d  a  Number  of  the  Bre¬ 
thren  to  withdraw  from  theCommunion  of  that  Church* 
who  have  formed  themfelves  into  a  feparate.  Society’ 
.over  which  they  have  fet  up  an  illiterate  Teacher.  To 
this  feparate  Society,  there  have  been,indeed,  fome  few 
.c.nthu  halts  &  Separatifts  from  fome  Churches  in Bofton, 
and^from  the  adjacent  Parts  of  the  Country,  who  have 
join  d  themfelves.  And  they  that  can  glory  in  fuch  an 
Increafe  as  this,  fhew  themfelves  better  pleafed  inNum- 
bers  added  to  their  Party,  than  anyCreditto  theirCaufe. 
Whenas  all  other  underftanding  ferious  Chriftians,  who 
are  concerned  for  the  Truth  and  Order  of  the  Gofpel, 
anftead  of  envying  them  fuchAdditions,will  rather  think 
it  their  Duty  to  pity  ’em,  and  pray  for  ’em.  Further 
to  magnify  this  Account  of  the  Increafe  of  the  Baptifts 
among  us,  he  fpeaks  of  “  the  Churches  of  the  Baptift 
Pei  fw afion  in  Bofton  and  in  the  Country,'*  Whereas'be- 
fides  the  forementioh’d  Baptift  Church  mBoftonyl  know 
of  no  other  Baptift  Church  in  the  Country  within  forty 
Miles  of  B  oft  on.  Several  Perfons  of  that  Perfwafiou 
-are  fcatteied  up  and  down  in  the  Country,  and  in  fome 
Places  may  have  their  Meetings ;  but  no  Church ,  that 
I  can  hear  of,  except  at  the  Out-Ucirts  of  the  Province 
towards  Rhode-IJland  and  Providence.  Where,  I  am 
informed, there  aretwo,or  threeSocieties, that  call  them¬ 
selves  Baptift  Churches, but  none  of  them  (it'is  faidj  have 
any  Perfon  of  a  liberal  Education  for  their  Paftor. 

2.  ’Tis  added  further,  that  the  increafe  of  the  Chur¬ 
ches  of  the  Baptift  Perfwafion  was  fo  great,  as  that 
it  alarmed  thePredobaptiftMinifters  of  that  Colony” 
(rather  it  fliould  be  laid  of  that  Province)  And  alarmed 
• -  .  they 
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they  muft  be  to  a  high  Degree  ( as  if  their  All  were  at 
Stake )  that  they  fh'ould  be  forc’d  to  fend  for  foreign  Aid, 
to  fo  great  aDiftance  as  to  the  Jerfeys  (three  Hundred 
Miles  from  Bofion )  where  the  Reverend  Mr.  Dickinfon 
refided(the  late  learned  &  faithfulPaftor  of  theChurch  in 
Elifabeth-<TownjN\\zv£  he  deceafed  a  fewYears  fince)  and 
not  in  the  Country  of  New-England ,  or  in  theProvince 
of  the  Majfachufetts ,  as  this  Author’s  Words  inlinuate. 

It  is  indeed  to  be  acknowleged  to  the  Praife  of  divine 
Grace,  that  in  the  late  Times  of  Awakening  in  New- 
England ,  many,  we  hope,  were  converted  under  the  Mini ~ 
ftry  offthe  IVord  •,  not  to  a  particular  Sedl  (as  Dr.  Gill 
fondly  imagines,  making  their  Converfion,  at  lead  the 
Effedt  of  it,  to  confift  in  their  being  enlightned  into  the 
Ordinance  of  Believers  Baptifm ,  whereby  the  Churches  of 
the  Baptifi  Perfwafion  have  been  much  increafed )  but  to 
real  Religion  and  Godlmefs.  But  the  Truth  is,  that 
tho’  the  late  Excefles  of  many  others  at  the  fameTime 
under  enthufiaftick  Impreflions,  and  the  Errors,  Difor- 
ders,  and  Separations,  that  many  ran  into,  in  feveral 
Parts  of  the  Land,  were  Matter  of  juft  Concern  &  Grief 
to  the  Minifters  of  the  Province  ;  yet, I  believe, it  may  be 
faid  with  a  generalConcurrence,that  thefurmifedlocreafe 
of  theBaptift  Churches  was  a  Thing  that  gave  them  the 
leaft  Pain  or  Uneafinefs  of  anyThing  that  has  occurid  in 
the  late  religious  Commotions.  But 

3.  The  moft  egregious  Miftake  of  all  js,  that  u  the 
tc  Minifters  of  the  Colony  applied  to  Mr.  Dickinfon ,  a 
“  Country  Mi nifter, to  write  inFavour  of  InfantSprink- 
cc  ling.”  This  I  can  certainly  teftify  to  be  a  falfe  Re~ 
preientation,  having  upon  Enquiry  been  well  afiuredj, 
that  not  one  of  the  Minifters  in  Bofion  ever  made  Ap¬ 
plication  to  that  Gentleman  to  write  againft  the  Bap- 
tifts  :  And  I  am  perfwaded,  ( and  if  is  the  Perfwafion  of 
all  whom  I  have  converled  with)  that  it  was  not  at  the 
Motion  of  any  Minifter  in  New-England ,  that  he  wrote 
his  Dialogue,  but  (moft  probably)  of  his  own  meer 
Motion, and  with  a  View  (for  Reafons  more  peculiar  to 
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his  Station#  Circumftances)  *  to  guard  his  own  Peoole 
and  others  againft  the  Sectaries  (and  their  Errors')  who 
are  faid  to  fwarm  in  feme  of  thofeParts  of  America, Qua¬ 
kers,  Anabaptifts,  Arminims  and  Antinomians, ao-ainftall 
or  moll  of  whom  he  has  written,  and  publilhed  feveral 
1,  racts,to  very  good  Purpofe.  And  therefore  Dr.  Gill's 
Correfpondent  (whoever  he  was,)  furely  was  too  haftv 
in  takuig  up  his  Account  info  bungling  a  Manner, 
which  he  has  tranfmitted  to  him,  with  the  Dialogue, for 
z  Reply  to  it,  who  feems  therefore  to  have  been  alarmed 
in  Earneft  at  theExecution  thtDia/ogue  had  done, 
and  was  likely  to  do  by  the  quick  &  large  Spread,  and 
general  Acceptance  oi  it.  And  whether,or  how  far  his 
Champion  hath  fucceeded  in  his  Defence  of  the  Caufe, 
which  he  has  fo  readily  and  relolutely  undertaken,  muft; 
be  let t  to  the  Reader’s  Judgment,  when  he  has  impar¬ 
tially  weigh’d  the  Confiderations  offer’d  in  Way  of  Ani- 
madverfion  on  his  Performance.  And  thus  much  for 
the  Occafion  of  his  Undertaking. 

Let  us  proceed  now  to  his  Remarks  on  the  TitlePage . 
And  here  it  is  very  obvious  to  every  fenfible  unbias’d 
Reader,  how  this  Antipaedobaptift  Writer  difeovers 
the  Spirit  of  his  Party  at  his  firft  fetting  out.  For  hav¬ 
ing  obferv’d,  “  the  running  Title  of  the  Pamphlet  he 
has  undertaken  to  reply  to,  is.  The  Divine  Right  of 
<c  Infant  Baptifm  he  adds  upon  it,  “  But  if  it  is  of 
“  diviheRighf,it  is  of  God,&if  it  is  of  God— it  muft  be 
notified  fomewhereor  other  in  his  Word;  wherefore 
“  the  Scripture  muft  be  fearch’d  into—  and  upon  the 
moft  diligent  Search, it  will  be  found  that  there  is  not 
the  leapt  mention  of  it  in  it  ;  that  there  is  noPrecept 
tc  enjoining  it,  or  directing  to  the  Obfervation  of  it^  nor 
cc  any  Inftance,  Example  or  Precedent,  encouraging 
C(  luch  a  Practice  ;  nor  any  Thing  there  faid  or  done  Jhat 
€(  gives  any  Re  a f on  to  believe ,  that  it  is  the  Will  of  God 

“  that 

I  am  iincc  informed  by  a  worthy  Gentleman  in  thofe  Parts,  that 
4  “was  at  the  Rcquelt  and  Perfwafion  of  fome  Mirilkr  in  his 
;  Neighbourhood,  that  he  wrote  that  Piece. 
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“  that  fitch  a  Rite  Jhould  be  obferved  •,  wherefore  it  will 
“  appear  to  be  entirely  an  humane  Invention^md  as  fuch, 

“  to  be  reje&ed.”  This  is  faid  with  an  Air  of  Afifu- 
rance  peculiar  to  warm  and  zealous  Bigots, and  to  none 
more,  ’tis  obferv’d,than  to  thofe  of  thisSedf.  I  am  loth 
to  think,  this  is  the  Refultof  Dr.Gf//’s  cool  Judgment, 
fince  he  has  vented  it  fo  indifcreetly  :  If  he  could,  for  a 
while,have  reftrain’d  the  overflowing  of  his  Zeal,  ’till  he 
had  finifhed  his  Arguments  andObjedions,  this  Paflage 
mightwith  averylittleAlteration,haveftood  with  abetter 
Grace  at  the  End  of  his  Book — for  it  carries  in  it  the 
Sound  of  a  Quod  erat  demonfirandum  at  the  Conclufion 
of  an  Argument.  And  for  my  Part,  1  muft  confefs, 
that  I  was  not  much  difappointed,  when  upon  reading 
thefe  ftrong  Lines,  I  concluded,  that  I  had  already  met 
with  the  main  Strength  of  his  Performance.  For  this 
is  the  Method  of  thofe  who  endeavour  to  carry  their 
Point  by  Confidence,  Heat,  and  vigorous  Affertions, 
rather  than  by  the  tedious  and  dull  W ay  of  calm  and 
clofe  Reafoning.  And  let  me  alfo  obferve,  that  the 
Conclufion,  which  this  Gentleman  has  here  drawn  up, 
feems  not  only  to  go  beyond  the  Force  of  all  his  Argu¬ 
ments  (which,it  is  the  Defign  of  thefe  Remarks  to  make 
evident)  but  even  beyond  what  he  himfelf  intended  by 
them.  For  perhaps  it  may  be  faid  without  offering  any 
.Violence  to  his  Exprefiions,  if  it  be  true,  that  theBap- 
.tifm  of  Infants  “  is  entirely  an  humane  Invention,”  and 
that  it  is  not  theWill  of  God,  “  that  fuch  a  Rite  fliould 
be  obferved,”  as  he  has  confidently  afferted,  then  Bap- 
tifm  itfelf  muff  be  reje&ed  as  an  humane  Invention,  as 
well  as  the  Application  of  it  to  Infants  •,  for  if  it  be 
abfolutely  and  entirely  of  human  Invention ,  then  it  is  in 
no  Refpedt  to  be  regarded  as  a  divine  Inftitution,  no 
more  in  Refpedt  of  its  general  Nature,  as  Baptifm ,  than 
in  Refpedt  of  it’s  particular  Application,  as  Infant  Bap¬ 
tifm.  For  to  fry,  that  it  is  entirely,  an  humane  inven¬ 
tion,  and  a  Rite  that  it  is  not  the  Will  of  God  fliould 
be  obferv’d,  is  as  much  as  to  fay,  that  the  Rite  of  Bap- 
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iifm  adminiftred  to  Infants,  is  in  its  whole  Effence  of 
human  Invention.  And  what  could  a  Quaker  fay  more? 
Thus  it  many  Times  happens,  that  Men  in  the  Abun¬ 
dance  of  their  Zeal,  are  prompted  to  fay  more,than  they 
are  capable  of  proving,  or  aim  at  proving.  We  fhall 
fee  in  the  Sequel, whether  the  Practice  of  Infant-Baptifm 
be  not  to  be  found  inScripture, or  founded  on  Scripture, 
or  whether  there  be  not  anything  there  faid  or  done, that 
figniiies  it  to  be  a  divine  Inftitution.  In  the  mean 
.Time,  Let  not  him  that  girdetb  on  his  Harnefs,boafl  hint - 
feif. ,  as  he  that  putteth  it  off. 

But  Dr.  Gill  feems  to  have  managed  here  very  pre- 
pofteroufly:  for  (if  I  may  be  allowed  in  myTurn  to  cri¬ 
ticize  a  little  upon  the  Title-Page  of  his  Work,  which 
runs  thus.  The  Divine  Right  of  Infant Baplifm  examined , 
and  difproved )  he  pretends  to  examine  the  Proofs  for 
Infant-Baptifm,  before  he  gives  Judgment  againft  it ; 
but  in  his  Entrance  on  his  Work,  he  has  plainly  fore¬ 
warned  his  Readers  (in  the  Palfage  I  have  cited )  what 
Sort  of  Examination  he  is  to  expert,  how  impartial  and 
fair  ;  after  he  hath  pre-judged  the  Caufe,  by  a  pofitive 
Decifion  againft  the  faid  Divine  Right, and  fo  has  palled 
Sentence  before  Trial.  And  if,  after  this,theEvidences 
on  which  he  grounds  the  Condemnation  of  Infant-Bap¬ 
tifm  appear  light,  to  an  impartial  Mind,  we  mull:  call 
Prejudice  into  the  Scale,  and  that  will  give  them  their 
Full  Weight.  But  fays  he,  “  If  there  be  no  fuch  Thing 
("as  the  Divine  Right  of  Infant  Baptifm )  “  theAuthor” 
(of  the  Dialogue)  “  mull  have  a  very  difficult  Talk  to 
“  illuftrate  and  confirm  it” — tis  granted  :  But  if  there 
be  fuch  a  Thing  (as  we  make  no  Doubt  but  there  is, 
and  fhall  prove  there  is, as  confident  as  Dr.  Gill  is  of  the 
contrary)  then  tliofe  muft  venture  a  fad  Chance,  who 
take  upon  them  to  deny  and  deride  it. 

In  the  next  Place  our  Author  has  fomething  to  lay 
to  the  Method  &  Form  of  the  Pamphlet  he  is  writing 
againft;  the  Writer  of  it  having  chofen  to  call  his 
Subject  into  “  the  Form  of  a  Dialogue  between  a  Mini- 
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fter  and  one  of  his  Parifhioners,  or  Neighbours ”  To 
this  he  fays,  “That  a  By-ftander”  (befure  he  means  a 
zealous  Antipaedobaptift)  “  will  be  ready  to  conclude, 
“  that  fuch  aWay  of  writing  is  chofe,that  he  might  have 
<c  the  Opportunity  of  making  his  Antagonift  fpeak 
“  what  he  pleafes  and  that  “  he  would  have  afted  a 
cc  very  unwife  Part,  had  he  put  Arguments  and  Ob- 
“  jedlions  into  his  Mouth  which  he  tho’t  he  could  not 
“  give  any  tolerable  Anfwer  to.”  Pag.  3.  And  again, 
“  He  has  taken  care  not  to  fuffer  him  to  fay  fuch 
“  Things,  that  he  was  not  able  to  anfwer.”  Pag.  4. 

Anf.  I  am  morally  fure,  that  the  Author  of  the  Dia¬ 
logue  did  not  chufe  thatWay  of  writing, for  the  Reafons 
that  Dr.  Gill  has  invented  for  him,  to  caftReproach  and 
Difparagement  on  his  Performance  *,  and  that  he  never 
purpofely  declined  the  putting  any  Objection  orArgu- 
ment  into  the  Mouth  of  his  Antagonift,  from  a  Senfe 
of  his  Inability  to  anfwer  it.  His  faying,  he  took  Care 
not  to  put  fuch  Arguments  and  Objections  into  the  Mouth 
of  his  Antagonift,  as  he  was  not  able  to  anfwer ,  os  which 
he  tho't  he  could  not  give  any  tolerable  Anfwer  /0,fuppofes 
thofe  Arguments  and  Objeftions  he  did  put  into  his 
Mouth,  he  tho’t  he  was  able  to  anfwer.  Now  all  the 
Queftion  is,  whether  the  Anfwers  he  has  given,  be  folid, 
and  fufficient,  and  this  alone  is  contefted  by  Dr.  Gill 
in  his  Reply.  But  if  it  be  granted  that  he  has  given 
not  only  tolerable,  but  folid  and  fatisfa&ory  Anfwers 
to  the  Queries  &  Objedlions  in  the  Dialogue,  then  the 
Caufe  of  the  Antipaedobaptift  nuift  beyond  all  Difpute 
fall  to  the  Ground  without  Remedy  •,  for  I  defy  the 
rnoft zealous,  learned,  and  fubtleof  the  Antipsedobap- 
tifts  to  produce  any  other  Arguments  or  Objedions 
againft  Infant-Baptifm,for  Matter  or  Subftance  different 
from,  or  of  greater  Weight  than  thofe  produced,  (tho’ 
but  briefly  infilled  on)  in  the  Dialogue.  And  if  the 
Caufe  of  Antipa^dobaptifm  muft  ftand  or  fall  according 
to  the  Strength  or  Weaknefs  of  thofe  Arguments  and 
Objections,  then  it  is  evident  that  the  Author  of  the 
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Dialogue  did  not  induftrioufly  forbear,  to  put  into  the 
Mouth  of  his  Antagonifts  the  ftrongeft  and  moft  mate¬ 
rial  Arguments  he  could  think  of,  for  the  Support  of 
his  Caufe,  from  a  Confcioufnefs  of  his  being  unable  to 
anfwer  them.  And  does  not  Dr.G/7/  implicitly  confefs 
as  much  ?  For  what  elfe  is  the  chief  Scope  of  his  Reply, 
but  to  fhew  the  Strength  of  theParifhioner’s  Objections 
andArgumentsftho’  he  thinks  them  but  poorly  manag’d 
in  the  Dialogue J  and  the  Weaknefs  of  the  Minifter’s 
Anfwers.  He  complains,  that  theParifhioner  is  made 
to  defend  the  Principles  he  was  about  to  embrace,  “  in 
a  mean,  and  trifling  Manner.”P#g\3.  Be  this  fo,or  not, 
yet  he  is  miftaken  in  the  Caufe ;  the  true  Reafons 
undoubtedly  were,  i.  Becaufe  all  Errors  &  Objections 
againft  the  Truth,  when  ftrip’d  of  their  Varnifh  and 
Sophiftry,  and  exprefs’d  in  plain  Language, will  appear 
mean  and  trifling.  2.  Becaufe  it  is  evident,the Author 
of  that  Pamphlet  defigned  Brevity  (as  appears  from  its 
Title J  and  not  to  enlarge  either  on  the  Obje&ions  or 
Replies,  but  to  reprefent  in  a  few  plain  Words,the  moft 
material  Objections  againft  Infant-Baptifm,  with  the 
proper  Anfwers  to  them  ;  and  not  to  fet  forth  the  one 
or  the  other  in  all  the  Light  and  Force  that  Language 
could  poflibly  give  them,  which  had  been  inconliftent 
with  his  Defign.  We  know,  that  a  great  deal  more  has 
been  laid  by  theAntipaedobaptifts,and  a  great  deal  more 
has  been  faid  in  Anfwer  to  them  :  But  confidering  the 
Succinctnefs  and  Brevity,  which  that  Author  defign’d 
iacompofing  his  TraCf,  fo  far  as  that  would  admit,  he 
has  collected  and  fet  in  order  the  main  Strength  of  his 
Adverfary’sOb]eClions,  with  pertinent  Replies  to  them, 
nor  has  he  wav’d  theConfideration  ol  anyThing  material 
on  their  Part. 

But  fince  Dr.Gill  allows,  “  Every  Man  that  engages 
<c  in  a  Controverfy,  may  write  in  what  horm  and 
<c  Method  he  will  I  hope  there  is  no  harm  done,  in 
chufing  the  Form  of  a  Dialogue  }  which  is  a  Way  of 
writing  that  ionic  of  the  moft  celebrated  Polemical 
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Divines  have  chofen,  in  a  more  lively  and  familiar 
Manner  to  difcufs  Points  in  Controverfy,  and  which 
has  fomething  in  it  peculiarly  agreable  to  Mankind,  and 
is  more  proper  to  engage  the  Reader’s  Attention  ;  nor 
has  it  been  imputed  to  them  as  a  Fault  tho’  it  had 
been  eafy  for  their  Adverfaries  to  reproach  them,  as 
Dr.  Gill  does  the  Author  of  the  Dialogue, by  faying, .that 
they  chofe  that  Way  to  make  their  Antagonifts  fpeak 
what  they  pleafe,  and  to  put  juft  fo  much,  and  no  more 
into  their  Mouths  than  they  thought  they  were  able  to 
anfwer.  Perhaps,  Dr.  Gill  had  better  confulte.d  his 
Credit,  if  he  had  acquiefced  in  the  Arguments  produc’d 
in  theDialogue,  as  lightly  as  he  dfteems  them  ;  unl-efs  he 
had  drop’d  fome  Things  in  his  Reply, rather  more  mean 
and  trifling,  in  Point  of  Reafoning,  than  any  T  hing 
which  occurs  in  that  Traft. 

But  that  which  feems  the  chief  Matter  of  his  Com¬ 
plaint,  is,  that  the  Author  he  is  writing  againft,  6 c  has 
not  made  his  Friend  to  aft  in  Charafter”  &c.  ha.ving 
reprefented  him  as  a  Man  of  Ingenuity  as  well  as  Piety. 
Anfw%  If  Dr.  Gill  takes  it  for  granted,  that  it  is  thcCha- 
rafter  of  a  young  Antipasdobaptift,  or  of  one  that:  has  a 
ftrong  Inclination  to  thatPerfwafion,to  be  haughty  and 
affuming,  bold,  and  talkative,  confident  ot  his  own 
Opinion,  impatient  of  Contradiftion,  apt  to  cenfure 
others  that  differ  from  him,  and  to  condemn  them  as 
being  in  an  Error,  which  is  obferv’d  to  be  too  often  the 
Cafe  *,  then  it  muft  be  confefs’d,  that  the  Author  of  the 
Dialogue  has  made  his  Friend  (who  had  begun  to  im¬ 
bibe  the  Principles  of  Antipaedobaptifm )  to  aft  a  little 
out  of  Charafter,  in  reprefenting  him,  as  humble:,  and 
teachable,  open  toConviftion, propounding  his  Scruples 
and  Objections  with  Modefty,  difpofed  to  weigh,  ‘with¬ 
out  Prejudice,  the  Arguments  on  the  other  Side,  and 
ready  to  receive  Light  and  Satisfaction,  when  offered, 
and  to  change  his  Sentiments  on  the  pro'pofal  of  clear 
convincing  Evidence  j  which  is  the  Charafter,  the  Pa¬ 
rishioner  appears  all  along  in  the  Dialogue  to  luff.ain  ; 
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yet  all  this  agrees  perfectly  well  with  aMan  of  Ingenuity, 
yea, is  a  requifite  Ingredient  in  fuch  aChara&er.  I  know 
not  what  Idea  Dr  .Gill  has  form’d  of  Ingenuity,  but  with¬ 
out  thefe  Difpofitions  &  Qualifications  laft  mention’d, 
noMan  fhall  ever  deferve  with  me,theCharaCterof  aMan 
of  Ingenuity.  So  that  on  thisAccount  I  apprehend,there 
is  no  Reafon  to  complain  of  the  want  of  a  juftDecorum 
in  theDialogue.  But  I  have  dwelt  long  enough  already, 
if  not  too  long,  on  thefe  Impertinences,  which  are  quite 
foreign  to  the  main  Subject.  Wherefore,  leaving  our 
Author  to  pleafe  himfelf  in  his  Conjectures  about  the 
iecret  Views  and  Defigns  of  theAuthor  of  theDialogue, 
in  contriving  the  Method  of  it,  which  I  am  perfwaded, 
no  Body  elfe  would  have  thought  of,  or  fufpeCted,  had 
not  this  acute  Gentleman  by  his  deep  Penetration  into 
the  Secrets  of  the  Heart  pretended  to  difeover  them  ; 
I  fhall  pafs  on  to  his  fecond  Chapter,  with  this  only 
Remark,  that  tho’  Dr.  Gill ,  I  am  perfwaded, would  take 
it  ill  to  be  denied  the  Character  of  “  a  Man  of  confide- 
rable  Reading,”  yet  the  Confutation  of  his  Arguments 
and  Objections,  I  am  fure,  would  give  a  Man  no  great 
Caufe  to  value  himfelf  upon  “  doing  a  very  great  Ex¬ 
ploit,”  tho’  at  the  fame  Time,  he  might  fee  Reafon 
enough  from  the  Spirit  that  appears  in  his  Writings,  to 
defpair  of  being  able  “  to  convince,  and  filence  him.” 
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this  Chapter,  our  Author  proceeds  to  difcufs 
I  fj|)  the  Confequences  of  embracing  Antipxdobap- 
tifm.  And  here  he  tells  tis,that  “theMinifter 
in  order  to  frighten  his  Parifhioner  out  of  his  Prin¬ 
ciple  of  adult  Baptifm,  he  was  inclined  to  fugged: 
terrible  Confequences,  that  would  follow  upon  it.’* 
"Whereas,  on  the  Minifter’s  Part,  there  appears  nothing 
but  a  Calm,  and  ferious  Addrefs  to  the  Reafon  andCon- 
fcience  of  his  Parifhioner  :  but  it  feems  that  to  offer 
Matter  of  Conviction  to  an  Antiptedobaptift, to  reclaim 
him  from  his  Error,  is  to  frighten  him  ;  it  being  Matter 
of  Dread  to  fuch  a  P  erf  on  to  have  the  Confequences  of  his 
beloved  Error  Jet  in  a  true  Light.  But  Dr.  Gill  may  be 
told,  it  is  not  the  Way  of  the  P.edobaptifts ,  to  alarm  or 
frighten  Men  out  of  their  religiousOpinions ;  they  have 
no  Need  of  fuch  Artifices,  efpecially  in  managing  the 
Controverfy  with  the  Antipcedobaptifts ,  having  Reafon 
and  Scripture  on  their  Side ;  and  if- at  any  Time  they 
meet  with  Perfons  of  fuch  an  unhappy  Turn  of  Mind, 
or  under  fuch  ftrong  Prepoflfeflions,  as  not  to  be  con¬ 
vinced  by  thofe  rational  Methods,  they  are  content  to 
leave  them  to  Hand  or  fall  to  their  own  Matter.  The 
Confequences  of  a  Man’s  efpoufing  the  Principle  and 
Pra£lice  of  the  Antipaedobaptifts,  as  colledted  from  the 
Dialogue,  he  has  reduced  to  thefe  five  Heads,  viz. 
“  1.  His  renouncing  his  Baptifm  in  Infancy.  2.  His 
“  vacating  the  Covenant  between  God  &  him,  he  was 
“  brought  into  thereby.  3.  Renouncing  all  otherOr- 
“  dinances  of  the  Gofpel,  as  the  Minittry  of  theWord, 
f  and  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper.  4.-  That 

“  Chrift 
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“  Chrift  mull  have  forfaken  hisChurch,for  manyA^es, 
“  and  not  made  good  the  Promife  of  his  Prefence  in 
“  this  Ordinance.  5.  That  there  could  be  no  fuch 
“  Thing  as  Baptifm  in  the  World  now,  neither  among 
“  Ptedobaptifts ,  nor  AntipxdobaptiftsP  Pag.  5. 

The  two  firft  of  thefe  Confequences  more  nearly  af¬ 
fecting  the  Subject  in  Debate,  I  lhall  for  that  Reafon 
more  particularly  confider,  and  examine,  and  then  at¬ 
tend  t  o  what  he  has  to  fay  to  the  Reft. 

I.  As  to  the  firft,  viz,  A  Man's  renouncing  his  Bap  • 
tifm  in  Infancy  *,  it  is  not  diredly  denied  by  Dr.  Gill , 
that  a  Man  who  has  been  baptized  in.  Infancy,  by  ef- 
poufing  the  Principles  of  the  Antipadobaptijls ,  and  re¬ 
ceiving  Baptifm  in  theirWay,  does  by  juft  Conftrudion 
renounce  hisBaptifm  in  Infancy,  wherein  he  was  folemn- 
ly  dedicated  to  God  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft. 
But  I  lhall  undertake  to  fhew,  that  the  embracing  An - 
tip^dcbaptifm^  by  one  baptiz’d  in  Infancy,  is  a  virtual 
renouncing  of  a  true  Chnftian  Baptifm,  and  there  being 
therein  a  Dedication,  in  Fad,  of  the  Party  baptized 
unto  God,  (whatever  Miftakes  may  be  fuppos’d  either 
in  the  one,  or  the  other, )  it  is  unlawful  to  renounce 
either.  This  is  denied  and  contradided  by  our  Au¬ 
thor  *,  hisWords  are  (ibid,)  “  He  cannot  be  faid  to  re- 
4C  jed  &  renounce  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm,  for  when 
“  he  embraces  the  Principle  of  Adult  Baptifm,  and 
“  ads  up  to  it,  he  receives  the  true  Baptifm  which  the 

Word  of  God  warrants. - But  it  feems  it  is  a 

<c  Renunciation  of  his  Baptifm  in  Infancy  *,  and  what 
of  that  ?  it  fhould  be  prov’d  firft,  that  that  is  Bap- 
<c  tifm,  and  that  it  is  good,  and  valid,  before  it  can  be 
<c  charged  as  an  Evil  to  renounce  it,”  &c.  The  Mean¬ 
ing  of  all  this  is,  tho’  it  be  granted  that  a  Man  renoun¬ 
ces  his  Baptifm  in  Infancy,  yet  he  cannot  be  faid  to  re¬ 
nounce  any  Baptifm  which  Chrift  has  inftituted,  or  the 
Word  of  God  warrants  ;  ■  His  Baptifm  receiv’d  in  his 
infant  Age,  being  for  that  Reafon  a  meer  Nullity  :  Nor 
is  he  to  be  blamed,  but  rather  commended  for  renounc- 
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ing  fuch  Baptifm,  as  his  following  Words  import. 
Then  he  mutt  intend  to  fay,  that  the  Age  of  a  Perfon, 
or  Time  of  receiving  Baptifm,  is  efiential  to  the  Ordi¬ 
nance.  So  that  if  it  be  not  receiv’d  at  a  proper  Age, 
it  is  null  and  void  j  for  the  Mode  comes  not  into  Dif- 
pute  here,  (tho’  even  that  is  but  a  Circumftance  and 
hot  of  the  Efience  of  the  Ordinance,  as  (hall  be  (hewed.) 
But  he  lays- the  Nullity,  or  Invalidity  of  Baptifm  chiefly 
on  its  being  adminiftred  in  the  infant  Age ;  which  he 
could  not  do,  unlefs  he  made  the  Age  to  be  of  the  Ef¬ 
fence  of  the  Inftitution  :  for  the  Abfence  or  Want  of 
nothing  but  what  is  Efiential  to  the  Ordinance,  can  be 
faid  to  deftroy  its  Efience,  or  render  it  a  Nullity. 

What  he  has  here  advanc’d  upon  the  Suppofition  of 
his  Principle  {that  adult  Baptifm  is  the  only  true  Baptifm 
warranted  by  the  Word  of  God )  might  bring  on  the  main 
Difpute,  but  I  purpofely  wave  it,  in  this  Place,  and  (hall 
only  fay ,That  it  is  a  manifest  Error, to  fay,that  thcTime, 
or  Age  of  a  Man’s  Life  is  elTential  to  the  Ordinance  of 
Baptifm,  fo  far  as  that  the  Want  of  a  proper  Regard 
thereto  fhould  render  the  whole  Ordinance  invalid. 
For  there  is  nothing  of  this  mention’d  in  the  Inftitution, 
we  take  theOrdinance,as  Chrift  has  inftituted  it, to  con- 
flft  in  the  walhing  with  Water  in  the  Name  of  the  Sa¬ 
cred  Trinity,  perform’d  by  an  authoriz’d  Adminiftrator 
to  a  Subjed  capable.  This  is  the  Subfiance  of  the  Or¬ 
dinance,  this  Chrift  has  inftituted,  and  this  we  inviola  ¬ 
bly  obferve  ;  and  Baptifm  thus  adminiftred,  is  a  true 
Chriftian  Baptifm  ;  but  the  Age  or  Time  wherein  it  is 
to  be  adminiftred,  whether  in  Infancy,  or  at  adult  Age, 
is  but  a  Circumftance,  and  not  of  the  Efience  of  the 
Ordinance,  and  aCircumftance  not  exprefsly  determin’d 
in  the  Inftitution,  but  we  are  left  for  Diredion  in  this 
Matter  to  other  general  Rules  of  Scripture  :  which,  I 
(hall  fhew  hereafter,  fufficiendy  warrant  theAdminiftra- 
tion  of  this  Ordinance  to  fome  Infants.  In  the  mean 
Time,  our  Adverfaries  can’t  with  the  leaft  Shadow  of 
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Reafon  charge  us  with  Will-Worfhip'  in  baptizing  In¬ 
fants  ;  for  the  Ordinance  is  not  our  Invention,  nor  a 
Rite  of  Man’s  Devifing,but  an  Inftitution  of  Chrift,  and 
we  receive  and  obferve  it  according  to  his  Inftitution, 
without  any  efiential  Failure  in  the  Adminiftration, 
fuppofing  the  recipient  Subjeff  capable  ;  tho’  they  may 
think  we  fail  in  the  Circumftance  of  Age. 

I  am  aware,  that  Dr.  Gill ,  or  fome  Antipalcbaptijt 
may  take  me  up  fhort  here,  and  fay.  But  Infants  are 
not  Subjects  capable  of  the  Ordinance  :  they  can’t  be 
taught,  can’t  believe,  See.  For  Anfwer  hereunto,  1  af¬ 
firm,  and  will  prove,  that  Infants  are  capable  of  the 
Ordinance  of  Baptifm  ;  whether  they  ought  to  be  bap¬ 
tiz’d  is  another  Queftion  •,  but  that  they  are  capable  of 
it,  and  that  it  ought  not  therefore  to  be  denied  them, 
by  Reafon  of  any  Incapacity  on  their  Part  of  receiving 
it,  is  evident ;  for  they  are  capable  of  the  Thing  figni- 
fied  in  Baptifm,  and  of  the  outward  Sign,  or  Seal. 

i.  Infants  are  capable  of  cleanfing  by  the  Blood  of 
Chrift,  and  of  Regeneration  by  the  Spirit,  which  is  the 
Thing  fignified  in  Baptifm  :  according  to  the  Import 
of  thofeWords  of  our  Saviour,  Job.  3.  5.  Except  a  Mas 
(Gr.  ean  mee  tis ,  except  any  one>  whether  aMan  grown, 
or  an  Infant )  be  born  of  JVater^and  of  theSpirit^he  cannot 
enter  into  the  Kingdom  of  God .  And  thofe  of  the  Apoftle, 
Tit.  3.5.  He  faved  us  by  the  wafhing  of  Regeneration. . 
Whence  it  follows,  that  if  Infants  be  incapable  of 
the  regenerating  Mercy  of  God,  fignified  in  Baptifm, 
they  are  incapable  of  Salvation,  dying  in  the  Age  of 
Infancy.  But  if  they  are  capable  of  the  Malady  ol  na- 
turalCorruption,  tranfmitted  to  them  from  fallen  Adamt 
(whereby  they  are  become  obnoxious  to  Death)  without 
their  explicit  Knowledge  and  Confent,  in  a  Way  and 
Manner  beyond  our  Comprehenfion,  as  all  mull:  grant 
that  believe  the  original  Defilement,  of  Man’s  Nature  ; 
and  as  our  Saviour’s  following  Words  import,  f.  6. 
*That  which  is  born  of  tbeFlejh  is  Fiefh  — W  ho  can  doubt 
but  that  they  arc  in  the  like  inconceivable  Manner  ca- 
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pable  of  the  Remedy  from  the  fecond  Adamy  by  the  re¬ 
generating  Grace  of  his  Spirit,  without,  or  before  any 
explicit  Knowledge  of  him,  or  Conlent  to  his  Covenant  ? 
Efpecially  fince  the  Apoflle  puts  much  more  into  the 
Merit  and  Grace  of  Chriffc  to  lave,  than  was  in  the  Sin 
of  Adam  to  condemn  and  deftroy  Rom .  5.  15,  17. 
Moreover,  God  has  promifed  his  Spirit  to  regenerate 
the  Infants  of  his  People.  Deut.  30.  6.  The  Lord  thy 
God  will  circumcife  thinelleartfs*  the  Heart  of  thy  Seedy  See. 
To  circumcife  the  Hearty  is  to  regenerate  the  Heart, 
naturally  depraved  ;  Regeneration  being  the  fpiritual 
Part  of  that  initiating  Rile  of  Circumcifion,  under  the 
Old  Teftament,  as  it  is  of  Baptifm  under  the  New. 
And  the  Phrafe — thine  Hearty  and  the  Heart  of  thy  Seedy 
leads  us  to  underftand  the  Promife  here,  in  the  fame 
Extent  with  the  Covenant,  Gen.  17.  7.  - — to  be  a  God 
to  theey  and  to  thy  Seed ,  Which,  we  are  fure,  extends  to 
the  infant  Seed.  f.  12  And  the  Spirit  is  exprefsly  pro¬ 
mifed  to  fuch,  for  the  End  mention’d, in  Terms  more  fui- 
table  to  the  Gofpel  Sacrament  of  Initiation,  being  figni- 
fied  therein.  Ifai.  44.  3.  I  will  pour  Water  on  him  that 
is  thirtl)\  and  Floods  upon  the  dry  Ground ;  I  will  pour  my 
Spirit  upon  thy  Seedy  and  my  B l effing  upon  thine  Offspring . 
Which  is  alfb  to  be  underftood,  in  analogy  to  the  Cove¬ 
nants  include,  at  lead,  their  infant  Seed  ;  which  proves 
them  not  only  capable  of  the  Grace  of  God,  but  that 
many  of  them  are  made  aftual  Partakers  of  it  :  How 
elfe  can  the  divine  Veracity  in  the  Promife  be  falv'd  ? 
And  of  Jeremiahy  and  John  the  Baptift,  we  read,  that  the 
one  was  fankifiedythc  other  filled  with  the  Holy  GhoFy  from 
his  Mother’s  Womb.  Jer.  1.  5,  Luk.  1.  15.  If  thofe  were, 
extraordinary  Perfons  (as  I  grant,  thefe  Expreffions  may 
denote  fomething  peculiar  &  extraordinary  in  the  Work 
of  the  Spirit  in  them,  beyond  what  is  ordinarily  necdTary 
to  the  Salvation  of  Infants,)  yet  thefe  Examples  fliew 
what  Infants  are  capable  of. 

2.  They  are  capable  of  being  entred  into  Covenant 
with  God.  For  ’tis  paftDifpute,  the  Children  of  the  Jews 
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were  thus  initiated.  God  took  them  into  federal  Relation 
to  himfelf,  together  with  their  Parents,  in  his  Covenant 
with  Abraham.  Gen.  17.  7.  And  afterwards  in  that  fo- 
lemn  Renewal  of  the  Covenant  in  the  Land  of  Moab  by 
the  Miniftry  of  Mofes,  the  whole  Body  of  the  Nation, 
'Men,  Women  and  Children,  entred  into  Covenant  with 
God,  even  their  little  Ones ,  for  which  we  have  the  exprefs 
Words  of  Mofes.  Deut.  29.  10,  11,  12.  Teftand  thisDay 
all  of  you  before  the  Lord  your  God ,  your  Captains  of  your 
‘Tribes,  your  Elders ,  and  your  Officers ,  with  all  the  Men  of 
lfrael,  your  little  Ones,  your  Wives,  &c.  That  thou  fhouldjl 
enter  into  Covenant  with  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  into  his 
Oath,  which  the  Lord  thy  God  maketh  with  thee  this  Day. 
If  any  deny  the  Covenant  with  Abraham,  and  the  fubfe- 
quent  Covenants,  in  which  Children,  and  little  Ones,  are 
evidently  comprehended,  to  be  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
(the  Affirmative  ffiall  be  vindicated  in  its  proper  Place, 
here  I  am  only  ffiewing.  Infants  are  capable  of  being  Co¬ 
venanters,  and  treated  as  fuch)  yet  no  Reafon  can  be 
given  why  Infants  may  be  admitted  into  any  other  divine 
Covenant  with  Men,  and  not  into  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
and  Salvation  ;  their  Incapacity  in  the  latter  Cafe,  can 
be  no  more  pleaded,  than  in  the  former. 

3.  Infants  are  capable  of  the  Seal  of  the  Covenant,  and 
had  it  adminifter’d  to  them  under  the  Old  Teftament. 
It  cannot  be  doubted  either  that  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal 
or  Token  of  the  Covenant,  for  God  hath  exprefsly  declar¬ 
ed  it  to  be  fo.  Gen.  17.  1 1.  It  (i.  e.  Circumcifion)  fall 
be  a  Token  of  the  Covenant  betwixt  me,  and  you.  Or  that 
it  was  to  be  adminiftred  to  infant  Children,  for  God  ex¬ 
prefsly  commanded  it  to  be  fo.  f.  12.  He  that  is  Eight 
Days  Old,  fkall  be  circumcifed.  And  who  can  deny  that 
Infants  are  as  capable  now  of  the  initiating  Seal  of  the 
Covenant,  a&  they  were  then  ?  Whether  it  be  the  Will  of 
God  that  it  fhould  be  applied  to  them  in  thefe  Days  of 
the  Gofpel,  is  difputed  by  our  Antagonifts  ;  yet  none, 
iurely,  can  reafonably  make  a  Qudlion,  whether  they  are 
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now  capable  of  it,  fince  it  was  former'y  to  be  applied  to 
them  by  the  divine  Inftirution  and  Command. 

4.  Infants  are  capable  ol  all,  or  the  principal  Ends  of 
Baptifm.  Firft ,  Is  Baptifm  defign’d  to  be  a  Symbol  of 
Admiflion  into  the  vifible  Church,  and  a  Badge  of  difcri- 
mination  from  Infidels  and  Aliens,  as  Circumcifion  was 
of  old  ?  And  was  not  Baptifm  inftituted  to  be  the  facred 
Livery  of  Chriit’sDifciples  ?  Math. 28.  19  And  are  not 
Infants  as  capable  of  this,  as  they  are  of  being  entred  into 
Covenant  with  God,  whereby  they  .  re  conftituted  Mem¬ 
bers  of  his  vifible  Church  ?  Secondly.  Is  Baptifm  defign’d 
to  be  a  Ratification  of  the  Covenant  between  God  and 
us ;  of  Privileges  to  be  confer’d  on  God’s  Part,  and  of 
Duties  to  be  perform’d  on  ours  ?  And  are  not  Infants 
capable  of  both  thefe  ?  1.  There  are  peculiar  Mercies, 

Promifes,  Providences  and  fpiritualj  Privileges,  fecured 
on  God’s  Part  to  his  Church  and  People,  which  belong 
not  to  the  Heathen  World.  Hence  Baptifm  is  repre- 
fented  as  the  Antitype  of  Noah's  Ark  f  which  faved  Noah 
and  his  Family  from  the  Deluge.  1  Pet.  3.  20,  21.)  as 
it  diftinguifhes  a  People  entitled  to  lpecial  divine  Prefer  - 
vation.  It  alfo  qualifies  for  the  Privilege  of  Accefs  to 
God  in  the  facred  Ordinances  of  the  vifible  Church. 
Heb.  10.22.  Let  us  draw  near — having  our  Bodies  wafhed 
with  pure  Water.  And  for  an  Inheritance  in  theKingdom 
of  Glory.  He  faves  us  by  the  wajhing  of  Regeneration. 
Tit.  3.  5.  See  Job.  3.  5,  Eph.  5.  26,  27. — %.  There  are 
Obligations  to  Duties  of  Obedience  on  our  Part,  folemn- 
ly  confirm’d  by  Baptilm.  Math.  28.  20.  Teaching  them 
(the  baptized)  to  obferve  all  Things  whatfoever  I  have  com¬ 
manded.  See  alfo,  Rom.  6.  3,4.  Gal.  3.  27.  1  Pet.  3  21. 

Now,  what  is  there  in  either  of  thefe,  that  Infants  are 
incapable  of ;  ,are  not  Infants  capable  of  havingPrivileges 
fettled  and  confirm’d  to  them  without  their  Knowlege 
or  Confent  ?  Have  they  not  Need,  or  are  they  incapa¬ 
ble  of  Pardon  and  cleanfing  in  the  Bipod  of  Chrift  from 
original  Defilement,  and  of  the  Inheritance  of  Life  ?  Or 
of  the  Grace  and  Merit  of  the  Redeemer  in  their  Salva- 
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tion  from  Sin  and  Death  ?  To  pronounce  this  of  Infants, 
is  to  pais  a  Judgment  contrary  to  Scripture,  Reafon  and 
Experience,  and  even  Humanity  itfelf,  contrary  to  the 
common  Methods  of  Mankind.  Is  it  notMatter  of  daily 
ObferVation  among  Men,  that  an  Infant  may  have  an 
earthly  Inheritance  lettled  upon  him,  by  an  Inftrument 
drawn  up,  fign’d  and  feal’d,even  while  he  is  ignorant  of 
the  whole  Tranladtion  ? 

Again,  are  not  Infants  capable  of  being  laid  under  Ob¬ 
ligations  of  Duty  to  God,  which  as  they  grow  up,  they 
may  be  able  to  perform,  tho’  at  prefen t  they  be  not  ? 
Was  not  Circumcifion  a  Bond  upon  Infants  to  obey  the 
Law  or  Mofes  ?  Gal.  5.  3.  I  teftify  to  every  Man  that  is 
circumcifedy  that  he  is  a  Debtor  to  do  the  whole  Law .  And 
why  are  not  Chriftian  Infants  as  capable  of  the  baptifmal 
Obligation  to  obferve  the  Law  of  Chrift, whether  they  un- 
derftand&  confent,or  no  ?  For  asDr.Lightfoot  obferves,f 
“  The  Equity  of  theObligation  lies  not  in  theParty’s  un- 
<c  derftanding  the  Thing,but  in  the  Equity  of  the  Thing 
*c  itfelf.  How  come  allMen  liable  to^^’sSin  ?  TheE- 
ct  quityof  imputing  it  to  them  makes ’em  liable, as  they  are 
inyf^;;;’sLoins&Covenant. — Children  atBaptifm  may 
“  come  underObligation, not  becaufe  they  are  able  to  per- 
4C  form  theirDuty,or  to  know  it ;  but  the  Equity  of  the 
Thing  laies  it  on  them  ;  they  have  this  natural  Bond 
upon  them,  as  Creatures  t o  homage  God  ;  and  if  the 
Sacramental  Bond  be  added,  they  are  bound  as  Chrif 
ct  tians  to  homage  Chrift.  Why  fhould  this  be  fo  mon- 
ftrous,  fince  they  are  as  much  capable  to  know  one,  as 
cc  the  other  ?”  ThefeThings  confider’d,  there  can  be  no 
reafonable  Doubt  of  the  Capacity  of  Infants  for  Baptifm  : 
Since  they  are  evidently  capable  of  the  Thing  fignified 
therein,  of,  the  outward  Sign,  and  of  the  great  and  main 
Ends  of  the  Ordinance. 

Hence  all  Objedtions  againft  the  Baptifm  of  Infants, 
from  their  Incapacity  of  the  Covenant  and  Sign  or  Seal 
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of  it,  are  wholly  taken  off :  yet  in  fuchKind  of  Objections 
lies  a  confiderable  Part,  if'  not  the  principal,  of  our  Ad- 
verfaries  Strength  ;  “Infants  are  not,  Subje&s  capable  of 
Baptifm,  but  only  adult  Believers.”  T’.<-  old  worn  out 
Cavil, that  has  been  often  anfwer’d,  is,  that  Infants  can’t 
be  taught,  nor  learn,  they  can’t  repent, nor  believe  (which 
Things,  ’tis  confefs’d,  are  prerequired  unto  Baptifm  of 
Perfons  of  adult  Age)  therefore  Infants  ought  not  to  be 
baptized  -f  which  is  as  much  as  to  fay  that  becaufe  In¬ 
fants  are  incapable  of  the  Qualifications  required  of  the 
Adult,  therefore  they  may  on  no  other  Account  or  Con- 
fideration  whacfoever,  :  admitted  to  Baptifm.  This  is 
the  whole  ol  what  rhat  Plea  amounts  to,  and  how  weak 
and  inconclufive  this  Way  of  Reafoning  is,  appears  to 
every  Man  oi  common  Senfe.  But  this  will  come  to  be 
confider’d  and  difcufs’d  hereafter.  In  the  mean  Time  it 
can’t  be  fairly  denied,  that  in  baptizing  Infants,  we  ad- 
minifter  the  true  Baptifm  which  Chrift  has  inftituted,  and 
that  to  a  capable  SubjeCt,  without  omitting  or  adding 
any  Thing  effential  to  the  Inftitution.  The  Age  of  the 
Perfon  to  be  baptiz’d  being  but  a  Circumftance  not  ex- 
prefsly  determined,  if  there  be  any  Error  in  that  (as  our 
Adverfaries  fuppofe)  it  is  but  a  circumftantial  Error,  that 
does  not  invalidate  the  Ordinance.  God  did  indeed  in  the 
Inftitution  of  Circumcifion  (into  the  Room  whereof  we 
affert,  and  fhall  afterward  prove  againft  our  Author, that 
Baptifm  hath  now  fucceeded)  direct  to,  and  command 
this  Circumftance  relating  to  the  Subject,  an  Infant  eight 
Days  old.  (Gen.  17.  12.)  But  in  Chrift’s  Inftitution  of 
Baptifm,  there  is  nothing  exprefs  either  for  Infancy  or 
adultAge  :  If  Chrift  had  but  mention’d  the  Adult,  with¬ 
out  adding  any  exclufive  Particle  to  debarlnfants  ;  if  he 
had  faid ,Go,  teach,  or  Difciple,and  baptife  Men  &Women 
grown  :  There  had  been  a  better  Pretence  for  holding 
precifely  to  theWords  of  theCommiffion,  in  adminiftring 
Baptifm  only  to  grown  Perfons,  becaufe  then  it  would 
appear,  that  our  Saviour  defign’d  to  point  out  the  Age 
requifite  to  the  Subjects  qualified  to  receive  his  Baptifm  : 
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But  there  is  no  Appearance  of  any  fuch  Defign  in  the 
Words  of  the  Inftitution  (refpedting  the  Age  of  the  Re¬ 
ceiver)  as  they  Hand  in  the  Gofpel.  But  our  Lord  has 
left  his  Minifters  and  Churches  to  be  guided  in  Relation 
thereto,  by  the  general  Dilcoveries  of  God’s  Will,  whe-* 
ther  by  the  Light  of  Nature  or  Scripture-Revelation. 
And  hence  we  might  collect  an  irrefragable  Argument 
for  the  divine  Inftitution  of  Infant-Baptifm,  For  fince 
Infants  are  no  more  included,  nor  excluded  in  |he  Words 
of  Inftitution,  than  the  Adult,  no  mention  being  made 
either  of  the  one  or  the  other,  and  no  exprefs  Direction 
given  to  adminifter  Baptifm  to  the  one,  exclufive  of  the 
other  \  if  we  can  gather  it  (tho’  by  ScriptureConfequence, 
or  general  Intimarions  in  facred  Writ)  that  it  is  the  Will 
of  God,  tha:  the  Infants  of  Believers  ihould  be  admitted 
to  this  initiating  Ordinance  of  the  New  Teftament  (  as 
we  are  fure,we  may  and  can)  Infant-Baptifm  Hands  on  as 
good  and  fure  a  Foundation  in  the  Inftitution  of  Chrift, 
as  that  of  the  Adult.  But  this  is  not  ihe  proper  Place 
for  profecuting  and  enforcing  this  Argument. 

I  have  the  more  enlarged  on  this  Head,  to  fhew 
how  unreafonable  a  Thing  it  is,  how  unchriftian  and  un¬ 
charitable  in  the  Antipsecobaptifts ,  to  tax  our  Baptifm  of 
Infants  as  a  Nullity,  and  to  let  our  Author  fee  what  little 
Reafon  he  had  for  his  infuleing  contemptuous  Language, 
when  (taking  for  granted  the  Subject  in  Difpute)  he 
teaches  his  youngProfelyte  to  vilify  &  rejedt  his  Baptifm 
in  Infancy,  as  if  it  were  no  divine  Inftitution,  and  com¬ 
mends  him  for  his  Renunciation  of  it,  as  having  no  War¬ 
rant  in  the  Word  of  God.  I  have  fhewn  his  Hypothecs 
to  be  built  on  a  manifeft  Error,  viz.  That  a  iViiitake  in 
aCircumftance  quire  overthrows  and  difannuls  the  Infti- 
tion.  He  can’t  charge  us  with  any  Deviation  from  the 
Inftitution  in  any  of  the  efientialParts  of  it,in  giv  ngBap- 
tifm  to  the  Infants  of  Believers,  but  only  in  theCircum- 
ftance  of  Time  or  Age  of  tiie  Party  baptized,  which  (as 
has  beenlhewed)  is  left  undetermined  in  the  Inftitution. 

If  it  be  faid,  tho’  this  be  not  exprefsly  determined  in  the 
'  ~  Words 


Chap.  II. 


cf  Infant-Baptifm.'  23 

Words  of  Inftitution,  yet  confeqnentially  it  is,  for  the 
Apoftles  were  to  teach  thole  whom  they  were  to  baptize, 
and  none  but  Perfons  of  adult  Age  are  capable  of  being 
taught.  I  anfwer.  Admitting  theWordTW^,  in  the  Ori¬ 
ginal  to  fignify,  make  Difciples ,  as  is  confefs’d  by  our  Au¬ 
thor.  Pag.  80.  All  that  can  be  proved  hence,byConfequence 
Perfons  muft  be  firft  madeDifciples,in  order  to  their  being 
baptized  ;  and  fo  we  prove  by  Confequence  that  Infants 
are  capable  of  this  Qualification,  being  made  Difciples 
together  with  their  believing  Parents,  and  bro’t  into  the 
School  of  Chrift  in  order  to  their  being  taught  his  Doc¬ 
trine  ;  as  will  be  feen  in  the  Sequel.  But  fuppofing  we 
are  in  the  Wrong,  as  our  Adverfaries  pretend,  in  baptiz- 
ing  Infants,  the  utmoft  they  can  charge  upon  us,  is  a 
Mifapplication  of  the  Ordinance  to  a  Subjeft  (tho5  capa¬ 
ble  of  receiving  it,  yet)  of  an  unfit  Age.  A  Miftake  in 
fuch  a  Circumftance,  were  it  real,  can  by  no  Means  be 
tho’t  to  render  the  Ordinance  null  and  void,  or  infer  a 
NecefTity  of  being  baptized  again.  If  fuch  a  Principle 
as  this  were  admitted  and  purfued  in  its  genuine  Confe- 
quences,  what  Confufion  would  it  introduce  into  the 
Churches  ?  What  endlefs  Doubts  and  perplexingUncer- 
tainties  would  it  involve  theMinds  of  Chriftians  in  ?  Who 
could  be  fure,that  they  ever  receiv’d  one  divine  Ordinance 
by  a  valid  Adminiftration  ?  For  who  would  aiTure  them, 
there  was  no  Miftake  in  fome  Circumftance  or  other  of 
the  Adminiftration  ?  Wherefore,  rejecting  thisPrincipie, 
as  a  plain  Abfurdity,  we  may  fairly  conclude,  that  even 
on  Suppofition,  there  might  be  a  Miftake  in  giving,  or 
receiving  Baptifm  in  an  Age  too  early,  yet  fuch  Baptifm 
once  confer’d  (in  Regard,  at  leaft,  of  the  Subftance 
of  the  Inftitution)  is  to  be  efteemed  good  and  valid  ; 
and  that  the  Repetition  of  it  is  unlawful,  having  no 
Warrant  or  Foundation  in  the  Word  of  God  :  And 
that  Baptifm  repeated  at  adult  Age,  after  one  has  receiv¬ 
ed  it  in  Infancy,  is  fo  far  from  being  the  true  Baptif?n  of 
Chrift,  as  our  Author  pretends,  that  it  is  t^be  charged 
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with  the  Guilt  and  Blame  of  Will-Worfhipbtmv  deflitute 
of  all  divine  Warrant. 

When,  therefore,  any  Perfon  at  adult  Ao*e  begins  to 
have  Scruples  in  his  Mind  about  his  Baptifm  in  Infancy, 
he  ought,  indeed,  to  ufe  all  properMeans  to  get  his  Scru¬ 
ples  removed,  and  his  Mind  well  informed  and  fatisfied  \ 
and  not  immediately  to  take  upon  him  another  Baptifm, 
which  he  cannot  do,  without  a  criminal  Raflmefs  in  re¬ 
nouncing  the  Baptilm  folemnly  confer’d  upon  him  in  his 
infant  Age,  whereby  he  was  dedicated  to  God  in  the  fa- 
cred  Afiembly,  and  entred  a  Member  of  the  vifibleChurch 
of  Chrift  \  and  that  not  only  a  Baptifm  inName,  but  the 
true  Baptifm  which  Chrift  has  inftituted.  Nor  will  his 
Suppolition,  that  there  might  be  an  Error,  or  Defedl  in 
the  CircumftancG  of  Time,  in  his  being  bro’t  to  Baptifm 
too  early  before  the  Age  of  Confent  (were  it  well  ground* 
cd)  warrant  his  fo  doing.  But  the  great  Concern  that 
now  lies  before  fuch  a  Perfon,  for  the  fettling  of  hisCon- 
fcience,  (whilft  under  fuch  Scruples)  is  to  rectify  that 
fuppofed  Error,  and  to  fupply  that  imagin’d  Defedt,  by 
doing  that  now,  which  he  conceives  fhould  be  done  before 
Baptifm,  and  which  by  the  Grace  of  God  he  has  now  the 
Opportunity  of  doing,  that  is,  to  yield  a  prefent  hearty 
Confent  to  theCovenant  of  theGofpel  $  and  ferjoufly  and 
deliberately  to  dedicate  himfelf  to  God  according  to  the 
Tenor  of  it,  in  the  Exercife  of  an  unfeigned  Faith  in  our 
Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  &  Repentance  towards  God  ;  and  fo 
to  make  that  his  own  Choice,  and  his  own  Adi  &  Deed 
(by  a  perfonal  and  publickProfefLon)  which  was  done  for 
him  by  his  pious  Parents  or  Guardians  in  his  infant  Age, 
(which  is  indeed  the  Duty  of  all  baptized  in  Infancy, 
when  grown  to  Years  of  Difcretion,  to  which  they  arc 
obliged  in  Obedience  to  thelnfti nation  of  Chrift,  Matth . 
28.20.)  And  to  improve  his  Baptifm,  and  purfue  the 
proper  Ends  of  it,  in  the  mortification  of  Sin,  and  a  ftridt 
Obfervance  of  the  Commands  ot  the  Gofpel,  that  he  may 
be  furnifh’d  with  the  An  fiver  oj  a  good  Confcience  towards 
God .  And  if  he  might  be  jperfwaded  to  take  this  Courfe, 


Chap.  II. 


25 


cf  Infant- Bap  tifim 

he  would  certainly  find  it  the  moft  effectual  Method  to 
fettle  his  Mind  in  aPerfwafion  of  the  Validity  and  faving 
Efficacy  of  his  Baptifm.  1  Pet.  3.  n.  Baptifm  doth  now 
fave  us,  not  the  putting  away  of  the  Filth  of  the  Flefh,  but 
the  Anfwer  of  a  good  Confcience  towards  God .  This  is  the 
great  Concern  or  the  baptized,  and  ’tis  by  Means  of  this 
principally,  that  Baptifm  (at  whatever  Age  of  a  Man’s 
Life  it  be  received)  becomes  effectual  to  his  Salvation. 
But  if  inftead  of  this  moft  fafe  and  fureMethod,he  fuffers 
hisScruples  to  pufh  him  on  to  repeat  hisBaptifm,  ( where¬ 
by  he  virtually  renounces  his  Chriiiian  Baptifm  once  re¬ 
ceiv’d)  he  ought  to  be  aware  of  the  Temptation  and  Snare 
of  Satan  herein,  defigning  to  unfettle  him  in  his  religious 
Concerns,  or  fecretly  perlwading  him  that  by  fubmitting 
to  Baptifm  in  the  Mode  of  the  Antipredobaptifts,  under 
the  Notion  of  an  Ordinance  more  conformable  to  divine 
Inftitution,  he  may  be  faved  from  his  Sins,  and  get  to 
Heaven  at  an  eafier  Rate,  than  by  the  painful  Exercifeof 
Mortification,  Self-denial,  andftriCt  Watchfulnefs  in  the 
Duties  of  the  Chriftian  Life  *  which  is  certainly  a  dange¬ 
rous  Delufion. 

Let  me  here  put  the  Cafe,  (which  I  fear,  is  not  un¬ 
common  in  theChriftian  World,)  a  Man  takes  upon  him 
the  Chriftian  Profeffion,  and  receives  Baptifm,  with  no 
other  than  carnal  Views,  aiming  at  fome  worldly  Advan¬ 
tage  or  Credit,  without  any  inward  Senfe  of  the  Impor¬ 
tance  of  that  Ordinance,  or  any  Regard  to  the  Duties  or 
Privileges  of  Chriftianity.  I’ll  fuppofe  this  Man  after¬ 
wards  to  be  touch’d  with  a  Senfe  of  his  great  and  heinous 
Sins,  and  among  the  reft,  of  his  wretched  Prevarication 
in  receiving  Chriftian  Baptifm.  Now  the  Queftion  is. 
Whether  fuch  a  Man  under  his  Convictions  is  to  be  di¬ 
rected  to  be  baptized  over  again  ?  This,  I  believe,  will 
not  be  aflerted  by  the  Antipxdobaptifts  in  general :  No, 
he  is  baptized  upon  the  Principle  of  adult  Baptifm ,  and  fo 
receives  the  true  Baptifm  which  the  IVord  of  God  warrants 
and  dir  efts  to .  Yet  this  Man,  in  the  Cafe  fuppofed,  is 
certainly  more  criminally  defective  in  his  Qualification 

for 
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For  Baptifm,  than  an  Infant  can  be  pretended  to  be  ;  he 
Is  under  a  moral  Incapacity,  highly  difpleafing  to  God  ; 
which  cannot  be  laid  of  an  Infant,  who  (if  he  hath  not 
Faith;  befure  is  not  an  unbelieving  Hypocrite  or  Diflem- 
bier.  But  as  Simon  Magus  (who  was  fuch  another  grace - 
lefs  Wretch,  as  I  have  here  fuppofed,  and  had  been  bap¬ 
tized  by  Philip )  when  he  had  made  a  Difcovery  of  his 
vile  Hypocrify,  was  directed  by  the  Apoftle  Peter ,  not  to 
be  baptized  anew, but  to  repent,  Csf  pray ,  &c.  Aft.  8  22. 
So  that  the  proper  Advice  or  Direction  to  be  given  the 
Man  in  the  Cafe  mention’d,  is  to  repent  of  his  Wicked- 
nefs  and  change  his  Life,  and  to  pray  to  God  to  pardon 
his  paft  Sins,  and  by  his  Grace  to  ftudy  with  greaterCare 
to  anfwer  the  Defign  of  his  Baptifm  once  receiv’d,  and  to 
live  up  to  the  Bonds  of  it  *,  and  fo  to  correct  as  much  as 
in  him  lies, what  was  amifs  in  his  firft  receiving  it,  &  not 
to  receive  it  a  fecond  Time.  I  have  put  the  Cafe,  to 
fhew,  that  even  tho’  it  be  fuppofed  an  Error  to  admini- 
fter  Baptifm  toFerfons  in  their  infantAge,  (which  I  deny) 
yet  it  is  fuch  an  Error,  as  is  capable  of  being  rectified 
in  the  Way  and  Manner  before  declared,  without  the  Re¬ 
petition  of  the  Ordinance,  which  is  unwarrantable,  (all 
the  Eflential  Requifites  of  it  having  been  duly  obferv’d 
before)  even  as  ( and  one  would  think,  much  more  than) 
what  is  more  criminally  amifs,  in  a  Man’s  receivingBap- 
tifm,  not  being  duly  qualified,  as  it  is  requifite  Perlons  of 
adultAge  fhould  be,  may  be  rectified  by  his  afterConduft. 

The  main  Thing  in  Baptifm  is  the  folemn  Dedication 
of  the  Perfon  baptized  to  God  the  Father ,  Son ,  and  Holy 
Ghofi ,  and  Infants  in  theirBaptifm  come  under  this  facred 
Dedication.  Therefore  the  Minifter  in  the  Dialogue  juftly 
urges  thisConfideration  on  the  Conlcience  of  his  Parifhio- 
tier, to  aggravate  the  Blame  and  Guilt  he  would  incur  by 
renouncing  his  Baptifm  in  Infancy,  that  in  fo  doing  he 
virtually  renounces  his  folemn  Dedication  to  God  in  that 
Ordinance'  *,  which,  furely,  no  ferious  Perfon  will  reckon 
a  trifling  Matter  :  Yet  even  here  our  Author  carries  on 
theVein  of  infuldng,  &  demands  “  By  whom  is  the  Per- 
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44  fon  in  his  Infancy  dedicated  to  God,  when  Baptifm  is 
44  faid  to  be  adminifter’d  to  him  ?  Not  by  himfelf,  for  he 

44  is  ignorant  of  the  wholeTranfadtion. 55  This  is  granted, 
but  then  he  adds,  44  It  muft  be  either  by  the  Minifter  or 

45  his  Parents  •,  the  Parents  indeed  defire  the  Child  may 
4C  be  baptized,  and  the  Minifter  ufes  fuch  a  Form  of 
44  Words,  I  baptize  thee  in  the  Name  of  the  Father ,  of  the 
44  Son,  and  of  the  HolyGhoft”  And  then  afks  in  a  difdain- 
ful  Manner,  “What  Dedication  is  here  made  by  the  one 
>44  or  by  the  other55  ?  and  denies  that  fuch  Dedication  of 
Children  has  any  more  Warrant  from  the  Word  of  God , 
than  their  Baptifm.  Pag.  5.  6.  I  hope,  in  Charity  to  the 
general  ity  of  the  Antiptfdobaptifts  (many  of  whom  arePer- 
fons  of  a  ferious  and  pious  Temper )  that  this  Pleader  of 
their  Caufe  has  not  the  Concurrence  of  many  of  thatPer- 
fwafion,  in  this  Determination,  fo  contrary  toChriftian 
Piety  and  Charity,  nor  in  the  Slight  he  caftson  parental 
Dedication  0/  Children  toGod.  For  tho5  they  difapprove 
of  the  application  of  the  Rite  of  Baptifm  to  Infants,  yet 
they  have  a  good  Efteem  of  the  pious  Pradtice  of  Parents 
in  dedicating  their  Children  toGod  ;  and  I  hope,  in  their 
Way,  *hey  practife  accordingly.  Thofe  of  this  Perfwa- 
fmn,  efpecially  in  thelaft  Age,  Bp.  Patrick  reprefents,  as 
being  ot  this  Mind,  in  not  denying,  that  it  is  very  fit  that 
Parents  jhculd  devote  and  confecrate  their  Children  to  God. 
The  wholeParagraphof  that  excellent  Author  deferves  to 
be  tranicrib'd,  as  what  is  pertinent  to  the  prefent  Purpofe. 

-j-  44  Children55  (faith  he)  C4  are  in  the  Power  of  their 
44  Parents,  and  they  have  a  Jus  or  Right  unto  them,  fo 
44  as  they  have  to  any  otherThings  that  are  their  proper 
44  Goods.  They  may  therefore  make  an  Offering  oi  them 
44  to  God,  and  dedicate  them  to  his  IJfes,  as  well  asLand 
44  or  Money  :  And  there  is  no  Queftion  but  God  will  as 
44  we'l  accept  of  them,  as  of  any  Thing  elfe  that  they 
44  confecrate  to  him,  and  take  them  to  his  Portion  ;  fo 
44  that  it  fhall  be  a  facrilegious  Adt  for  thefe  Infants  here- 

44  after 

t  In  his  A^ua  GmtaU$}  at  the  End  of  Mtnfa  Myfiica.  V.  449. 


28  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  II. 

“  after  to  alienate  themfelves  from  him,  or  to  convert 
“  themfelves  to  the  Ufe  and  Service  of  any  other.  This 
(faith  he)  “  the  Deniers  of  Infant-Baptifm  cannot  deny, 
*•  that  it  is  very  fit  thatParents  Jhould  byfolemn  Prayers  and. 
“  Profeffion  devote  and  confecrate  their  Children  to  God, 
“  and  make  an  open  Oblation  of  them  before  all  to  his  Ser- 
“  vice,  only  they  would  not  have  it  done  by  wafhing  with 

“  Water:  Which  is  as  much  as  to  grant, they  would  have 

“  theThing  done,but  not  the  Ceremony  or  Rite  ufed,and 
*c  that  they  are  capable  of  the  Thing  fignified  but  not  of 
“  the  Sign,  of  the  Greater  Matter,  but  not  of  the  Lefs ; 
<£  and  as  it  feems  to  me,  they  make  a  Controverfy,  where 
“  there  need  be  none  ;  for  if  they  are  to  be  devoted  to 
“  God,  Baptifm  being  the  Way  wherein  we  devote  our 
“  felves  to  him,  and  being  fo  fignificant  of  our  Duty,  it 
“  is  the  fitted:  Way  wherein  to  devote  our  Children  to 
“  his  Ufe.”  Whether  Dr.  Gill  allows  of  any  fuch  Thing 
as  perfonal  Dedication,  or  that  any  Man  has  Power  or 
Warrant  to  dedicate  himfelf  to  God  in  Covenant,  I  think 
is  juftly  queftionable,by  divers  Pafiages  in  his  Book,  par¬ 
ticularly,  Pag.  8.  and  47.  I  fhall  not  be  fo  uncharitable 
to  the  Reader  as  to  fuppofe  him  to  needProof  from  Scrip¬ 
ture,  that  perfonal  Covenanting,  or  perfonal  Dedication 
to  God,  is  a  Duty  incumbent  on  every  one  to  whom  the 
Covenant  of  Grace  is  publifh’d  and  offer’d  thofe  that 
defire  it,  I  fhall  refer  to  theTexts  cited  at  the  Foot  of  the 
Page.  *  This,  therefore,  being  admitted,  how  contrary  is 
it  to  Reafon  and  Scripture,  to  deny  that  Parents  have  any 
Warrant  from  the  Word  of  God  to  dedicate  their  Chil¬ 
dren  to  him  ?  For, 

1.  If  Parents  have  good  Warrant  from  the  Word  of 
God,  and  from  the  Covenant  of  God,  to  dedicate  them¬ 
felves  to  him,  they  have  fufficient  Warrant  thence  to  de¬ 
dicate  their  Children  to  him  alfo.  For  they  that  give  up 
themfelves  to  God  as  their  fupream  Owner,  Ruler  and 
Benefactor,  according  to  the  Tenor  of  his  Covenant,  are 

•  fuppofed 

*  2.  Chron.  30.  8.  Pfal.  50.  3.  1/ai.  44.  5.  &Chap,  56,  6.  Jer>  50.  5. 

Rom,  6.  i|.tScChap.  12.  i«  2  Cer,  8.  5. 
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fuppofed  to  devote  all  that  they  are  and  have  to  him, 
without  Referve,  all  their  Powers,  Capacities,  Relations, 
Interefts  &  Pofieffions,  to  be  improv’d  in  fuch  Ways 
as  he  requires  for  his  Service  and  Glory  :  otherwife  their 
Dedication  of  themfelves  is  not  entire  and  unreferved  ; 
and  their  Children  being  more  their  own,  than  any  other 
outward  Interefts,  being  Parts  of  themfelves,  as  their 
Goods  are  not,  they  don’t  give  up  themfelves, their  whole 
felves  to  God,  unlefs  they  alfo  dedicate  their  Children  to 
him.  They  have  equalWarrant  for  the  one  and  the  other. 

2.  God  claims  a  fpecialPropriety  in  theChildren  of  the 
Church,  by  Virtue  of  his  Covenant  with  them.  He  faith. 
They  are  my  Servants.  Lev.  25.  42.  My  Children ,  Ezek. 
16.21.  Children  whom  thou  haft  born  unto  me.  Ver.  20. 
And  if  God  hath  a  Propriety  in  theChildren  of  the  faith¬ 
ful,  not  only  as  his  Creatures  in  common  with  others,  but 
as  his  Children  and  Servants,  as  his  Heritage  (  as  they  are 

called.  Pfal.  127.3.  Lo,  Children  are  the  Heritage  of  the 

Lord,)  have  they  not  a  good  Scripture  Warrant  to  dedi¬ 
cate  them  to  him  ?  Doth  not  the  Scripture  fay,  Render 
unto  God  the  Things  that  are  God’s?  Matth.  22.  21. 
I  may  add, 

3.  It  is  warranted  by  the  Example  of  pious  Parents  in 
Scripture.  That  the  People  of  Ifrael  thus  dedicated  their 
Children  toGod,  needs  no  other  Proof  than  the  Circum- 
cifion  of  their  Children,  which  was  the  federal  Rite  of 
Initiation,  and  Dedication  toGod  under  thatDifpenfation. 
On  which  Occafion  a  folemn  Form  of  Words  f  and  cer¬ 
tain 

1  So  the  learned  Mr.  Mede  underftands  thofe  Words  of  Zipporah  in 
circumciftng  her  Child  (Exod.  4  25.  A  bloody  Hujband  art  thou  to 
me)  not  as  fpoken  to  Mofes,  but  (as  the  folemn  Form  then  in  Ufe) 
to  her  Child,  whom  Ihe  circumcifed  .•  And  obferves,  that  the  He¬ 
brew  Word  Chathan,  rendered  Hujband,  properly  fgnif.es  a  Son-in- 
Lavj,  and  a  Spouje  or  Hujband  only  by  Way  of  Equivalence  or  Co¬ 
incidence,  and  gives  the  Meaning  to  this  Purpofe,  Now  thou  art ,  or 
be  thou  mySon  in  Law,  being  cfpoujed  to  Circumcifion.  Or  thus,  By  me 
thou  at  t  made  God's  Son  in  Law  by  the  Blood  of  Circumcijton .  In  gene¬ 
ral,  fignifying  the  initiating  her  Child  into  the  Covenant  by  the 
Woody  Kite  of  Circumcifion,  See  fiis  Works  Fol.  Book  2,  Pag.  5  2, 
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tain  Prayers  were  ufed,  defigning  this  Initiation  of  the 
Child  into  the  Covenant  of  Abraham.  ||  And  did  notGod 
ordain,  that  all  the  Firft-born  of  the  Children  of  lfrael 
{houldbefanblifiedtobimf  (Exod.  13.  2.)  InConlor- 
mity  to  which  Law  the  holy  Child  Jefus  was  prefented 
to  theLord  in  theTemple.  (Luk.i. 22,23.)  Tho’  this  In- 
ftitution  was  founded  on  aReafon  peculiar  to  th clfraeliiijb 
Nation, yet  the  moral  Equity  of  it  extends  to  theChriftian 
Church,  which  is  term’d  the  Church  of  the  Firjl-bnm. 
(Heb.  12.  23)  Not  to  mention  particular  Examples,  as 
that  of  Hannah  the  pious  Mother  of  Samuel ,  confecrating 
him  to  the  fpecial  Service  of  God  in  his  Infancy,  accord¬ 
ing  to  herVow  before  his  Birth.  (1  Sam. 1.1 1,28.)  And 
the  Mother  of  King  Lemuel ,  who  is  bro’t  in  thus  befpeak- 
ing  her  Son,  Prov.  31.  2.  What,  my  Son !  and  what,  the 
Son  of  my  Womb  !  and  what ,  the  Son  of  my  Vows  !  Being 
the  Son  of  her  Womb,  he  was  the  Son  of  her  Vows ,  much 
in  the  fame  Senfe,  we  may  fuppofe,  as  Samuel  might  be 
called  the  Son  of  his  Mother’s  Vows ;  i.  e.  devoted  and 
confecrated  toGod  ;  it  is  hence  evident,  thatParents  have 
a  Right  to  dedicate  their  Children  to  God,  and  his  Ser¬ 
vice.  Which  may  be  further  argued, 

4.  From  all  thole  Precepts,  Direftions,  and  Exhorta¬ 
tion  in  Scripture, which  oblige  Parents  to  bring  up  their 
Children  in  the  Knowlege  and  Fear  of  God,  in  the  very 
beginning  of  their  learning  Age,  and  which  prefuppofe 
and  require  a  previous  Dedication  of  them  to  him.  As 
Deut.  6.  7.  &  Chap.  31.  13.  Pfal.  78.  5,  6.  Prov.  22.  6. 
Eph.  6.  4.  and  many  others.  But  what  Need  I  infill  on 
Scripture  Proof  for  a  Thing,  which  the  very  Law  of  Na¬ 
ture  didlates  and  warrants  ;  for  if  God  had  not  faid  in 
Scripture,  All  Souls  are  mine,  as  the  Soul  of  the  Father , 
fo  alfo  the  Soul  of  the  Son  is  mine  (Ezek.  18.  4.  )  Yet  he 
had  fufficiently  taught  us  by  natural  Reafon  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  it.  And  what  elfe  is  the  Dedication  we  are  fpeak- 
ing  of,  but  a  recognizing  God’s  fupream  abfolute  Right, 
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and  Dominion  in  and  over  us,  and  our  Children  ?  What 
Reafon  then  had  our  Author  to  affert  fo  confidently, 
‘There  is  no  Warrant  from  the  Word  of  God,either  forfucb 
Baptifm  or  Dedication  ?  Unlefs  he  thinks  that  tho’ the 
Dedication  of  our  Children  to  God  be  lawful  and  warran¬ 
table,  yet  its  being  accompanied  with  the  Rite  of  Baptifm 
(and  fo  tranfadfed  with  Solemnity)  renders  it  unlawful 
and  unwarrantable.  Whereas,  the  contrary  Way  of  Rea- 
foning  is  much  more  juft  and  proper,  and  more  conclu- 
five,  that  fince  we  have  good  Warrant  from  the  Law  of 
Natuie,  and  from  divineRevelation,to  dedicate  ourfelves, 
and  our  Children  to  God, who  is  the  fovereign  Proprietor 
both  of  us,  and  them  •,  and  fince  Baptifm  is  the  only  ini¬ 
tiating  Rite  under  the  Gofpel,  the  inftituted  Symbol  of 
Dedication  to  God  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Ghoft  : 
We  may  hence  fairly  Conclude,  that  the  baptifmal Dedi¬ 
cation  of  our  Children  to  him  is  agreable  to  his  Mind  and 
Will ;  at  ieaft,  the  prefentConfideration,  in  Conjun&ion 
with  what  has  been  before  afferted  &  proved,  that  Infants 
are  capable  of  receiving  the  Baptifm  which  Chrift  hath 
inftituted,  goes  far  towards  a  Proof  of  the  Divine  Right 
of  Infant  Baptifm.  0 

The  Parent  offers  up  his  Child  to  God  in  the  fame 
inftituted  Way, in  which  he  requires  him  to  offer  up  him- 
felt  to  him,  (and  by  Confequence  his  Child  as  Part  of 
himfelf)  and  the  Minifter  as  the  lawful  Adminiftrator  of 
the  Ordinance,  ufes  the  inftituted  Form  of  Dedication, 
baptizing  the  Child  in  theName  of  the  Father ,  the  Son ,  and 
the  Holy  Ghoft  :  Here  is  certainly  a  Dedication  made  of 
the  Child,  in  Fa£t,  both  by  the  one  and  the  other,  the 
Renunciation  whereof  is  unlawful,  for  it  is  in  Effedt 
a  difowning  God’s  Propriety  ;  however  the  Right  be  dis¬ 
puted,  ("yea  tho5  it  were  granted  (as  it  is  not)  there  was 
fomething  amifs  in  the  Manner  and  Circumftance  of  the 
Adtion)  yet  the  Child  being  dedicated  inFadt,  I  am  fure, 
it  has  afterwards,  when  arrived  to  adult  Age,  no  War¬ 
rant  from  theWord  of  God  to  renounce  its  Infant-Dedi¬ 
cation,  nor  can  ho  do  it,  as  Bp.  Patrick  obf^rves, without 
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incurring  the  Guilt  of  a  facrilegious  Alienation  of  himfelf 
from  God.  Our  Author  might  know  that  fundryThings 
are  faid  in  Scripture  to  be  accounted  and  owned  by  God, 
as  facred  to  him  •,  which  were  firft  offer’d  to  him  in  a 
Manner  much  more  fcandaloufly  erronious,  than  any 
Thing  our  Adverfaries  can  with  any  Pretence  charge  on 
the  baptifmal  Dedication  of  Infants.  Were  not  the  Cen- 
fers  of  the  Korahites  efteem’d  holy  by  God,  and  com¬ 
manded  to  be  regarded  as  Things  dedicated,  tho’  they 
offer’d  them  in  a  State  of  Rebellion  and  mutinous  Com¬ 
petition  with  Aaron  for  thePrieflhood  ?  Num  16.37,38. 
Speak  unto  Eleazer  the  Son  of  Aaron  the  Prieji ,  that  he 
take  up  the  Confers — out  of  the  burning.  —  For  they  are 
hallowed  — for  they  offered  them  before  the  Lord ,  therefore 
they  are  hallowed .  And  why  were  the  Altars  in  Samaria^ 
and  among  the  tenTribes,  in  AhaV s  Time,  called  God’s 
Altars,  ( when  Elijah  making  Interceffion  againft  Ifrael, 
faith — ihey  have  thrown  down  thine  Altars.  1  King.  19.10.) 
And  that,  after  God  had  appointed  but  one  Altar  at  Je - 
rufalem.  Thofe  Altars ,  therefore,  feem’d  to  have  been 
Schifmatical,  yet  being  ereded  to  the  Service  &  Honour 
of  Jehovah  the  God  of  Ijrael,  and  attended  by  the  pious 
Jfraelites  who  could  not  go  up  to  Jerufalem ,  God  owns 
them  as  his  Altars ,  and  the  Teeming  Irregularity  is  dis¬ 
pens’d  with  ;  and  the  throwing  them  down  is  charged  on 
the  apoftate  Ifraelites  as  a  very  heinous  Sin.  Let  our  Ad¬ 
verfaries  make  the  Application, and  confider  whether  the 
Dodrine  they  teach  their  Profelytcs,  that  it  is  no  Sin  to 
renounce  their  folemn  Dedication  toGod  in  Infancy  (fup- 
pofing,  as  they  do,  there  is  an  Errour  in  the  Baptifm  of 
Infants)  be  juftifiable  by  any  Reafons  from  Scripture, 
which  will  acquit  them  from  Guilt  in  the  Sight  of  God. 
Dr.  Gill  could  not  deny,  that  a  Man,  by  efpoufing  the 
Principle  of  adult  Baptifm,  and  ading  up  to  it,  alter  he 
has  been  baptized  in  Infancy,  does  renounce  his  folemn 
Dedication  to  God  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoif  \ 
but  he  takes  a  fhorter  Way  of  anfwering  ftho*  lefs  jufti- 
fiablc)  in  denying,  there  ia  any  Fgundatioq  or  Warianc 
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in  the  Word  of  God  for  fuch  Dedication.  His  Caufe,  it 
feems,  required  it ;  but  withal,  it  rnuft  be  own’d  to  be  a 
bad  Caufe,  that  makes  fuch  aConclufion  neceftary  for  its 
Defence.  And  I  am  perfwaded,  there  is  no  Perfon  of  a 
ferious  Thought,  who  well  underftands  and  confiders  the 
moral  Grounds  and  Reafons  of  any  Dedication  to  God, 
whether  perfonal,  or  parental,  and  ferioully  defires,  and 
purpofes  to  make  a  Dedication  of  himfelf  to  him  in  the 
Covenant  of  the  Gofpel,  but  will  be  fo  far  from  being  of¬ 
fended  at  the  Aft  of  his  Parents  in  his  early  Confecration 
to  God,  that  he  will  ftudy  to  make  it  his  own  by  the  Re¬ 
newal  of  it  in  his  own  perfonalConfent  thereunto, and  will 
rather  blefs  God,  and  be  thankful  to  his  Parents  (what¬ 
ever  his  Thoughts  be  of  Infant-Baptifm)  for  their  pious 
Care  &  Intention  towards  him  therein  •,  and  will  be  very 
cautious  of  doing  any  Thing  to  fruftrate  the  goodDefigri 
and  Purpofe  of  it.  But  if  he  underftands  and  confiders 
ivithal,  that  the  Confequence  of  embracing  the  Principles 
of  t\\zAntiptedobaptiJls, m u ft  be  hisDenial  and  renouncing 
of  his  early  Dedication,  this  muft  appear  to  him  fuch  an  In¬ 
dance  of  Impiety,  ft  as,  to  a  confederate'  Man  (one  would 
think)  were  enough  to  put  a  Stop  to  hisProceedings,  how 
nclinable  foever  he  might  be  to  thofe  Principles  on  other 
Accounts.  For  can  that  Principle  or  Pradice  be  of  God, 
vhich  requires  Men  to  renounce  their  Dedication  to  him, 
which  appears  to  be  founded  in  theLaw  of  Nature, as  well 
is  holy  Scripture  ?  This  muft  needs  ftick  in  Men’s  Con- 
ciences,  as  a  Scruple  not  eafily  to  be  removed  by  fair  and 
impartial  Reafoning.  But  now,  left  this  fhould  be  a  Bar 
.oProfelytes,  here  comes  Dr.  Gill ,  and  fooths  their  Con- 
ciences,  telling  them,  il  they  will  believe  him  on  his  bare 
Aftird,  that  “  a  Renunciation  of  it  need  not  give  any  Un- 
‘  eafinefs  to  any  Perfon  fo  baptized  &  dedicated.”  P.  6. 
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It  is  reported  of  Witches,  and  thofe  that  hold  unlawful  Commerce 
with  evil  Spirits,  that  in  Order  to  their  entring  into  Confederacy 
with  them,  they  are  folicited  by  thofe  malicious  apohate  Spirits,  firft 
to  renounce  their  Baptifm,  even  tho’  receiv’d  in  Infancy  ;  which 
Ihews,  that  fuch  a  Renunciation  of  Baptifm,  which  Dr.  Gill  pleads 
lor  and  commends,  i5  Matter  of  great  Impiety. 
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But  is  not  this  to  daub  with  untempered  Mortar ,  and  too 
nearly  to  refemble  the  falfe  Prophets  in  Ifrael ,  who  /educed 
God’sPeople,  faying jPeace^when  there  was  noPeace .  Ezek. 
13.10.  I  leave  it  to  his  feiious  Confideration. 

This  may  fuffice  to  be  obferv’d  on  the  firftConfequence 
of  a  Perfon’s  efpoufing  the  Principle  of  adult  Baptifm, 
viz.  his  renouncing  hisChriftian  Baptifm  &Dedication  to 
God  in  Infancy  :  On  which  I  have  the  more  largely  in¬ 
filled,  to  fhew,  inOppofition  to  Dr.  Gill  (who  admitting 
the  Confequence,  yet  denies  that  fuch  Baptifm  or  Dedi¬ 
cation  has  any  Foundation  in  the  Word  of  God)  that  fup- 
pofing(but  not  granting)  there  are  fomeErrors  in  the  bap- 
tifmal  Dedication  of  our  Children  to  God,  yet  (allowing 
the  utmoft  that  can,  with  any  Shadow  of  Reafon,  be  ob¬ 
jected  by  our  Adverfaries)  they  can  amount  to  no  more 
than  circumflantial  Errors,  which  do  by  noMeans  deftroy 
or  nullify  the  Ordinance.  And  that  therefore  the  Repe- 
tition  of  it  is  a  Thing  utterly  unwarrantable,  and  an  Ar¬ 
gument  of  a  finful  Rafhnefs  in  any  adult  Perfon,who  has 
receiv’d  the  trueBaptifm  of  Chrift  in  Infancy  ^  by  the  Re¬ 
petition  whereof  at  adult  Age,  ?tis  acknowledg’d  he  re¬ 
nounces  his  former  Baptifm,  andDedication  to  thefacred 
Trinity  therein.  Which  I  wifli  were  well  confidered  by 
■thofe  that  lie  under  a  ftrong  Temptation  to  go  over  to 
the  Perfwafion  of  the  Antipccdobaptifts .  * 

2.  I 

*  It  may  be  proper  here  to  obferve,that  the  famousMr.I/7^//?^  having 
left  the  Communion  of  the  Church  of  England,  or  being  forc’d  from 
it,  becaufe  he  could  no  longer  join  in  their  horrible  Athanafian  Creed 
(as  he  terms  it)  faw  meet,  among  all  theDiilenters  from  the  elhablifh’d 
•  Church,  to  join  himfelf  to  the  Communion  of  the  People  called  Bap - 
tips,  and  yet  would  never  fubmit  to  be  Re-baptizd  in  Order  to  his 
Admiffion  thereunto.  And  tho’  upon  the  Change  of  his  Periwafion 
in  this  Particular,  he  appear’d  as  vehement  and  peremptory,  as  any 
of  the  mofl  warm  and  zealous  of  that  Sebl,  in  pronouncing  the  Bap- 
tifin  of  Infants,  before  3nftrudtion,and  perform'd  by  Sprinkling,  en¬ 
tirely  <ivronv,  and  irregular  ;  yet  he  acknowledges,  and  ueclares  them 
to  be  “  fo  far  real  Baptifms,that  they  ought  not  to  he  repeated .”  And 
offers  feveral  Reafons  for  it.  At  the  lamed  ime,he  acquaints  us, that 
there  are  fome  that  go  by  the  Name  of  General -B  apt  ijis, who  are  not 
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2.  I  proceed  to  take  Notice  of  our  Author’s  Excep¬ 
tions  againft  the  next  Confequencc  of  a  Perfon’s  embrac¬ 
ing  Antipsdobaptifm,  who  has  been  baptized  in  Infancy, 
viz.  his  “  vacating  the  Covenant  between  God  &  him, 
“  by  difowning  that  Relation  to  the  glorious  God  which 
“  he  was  brought  into  by  Baptifm,”  as  it  is  exprefs’d  in 
the  Dialogue.  P.  4  This  feems  necefiarily  implied  in  his 
renouncing  his  baptifmal  Dedication  to  God,  which  is  not 
difputed  ;  which  Dedication  is  warranted  by  that  Claufe 
of  the  Covenant,  I  will  be  the  God  of  thy  Seed.  The  Con¬ 
firmation  of  this  Confequence  depends  chiefly  on  the  Re- 
folution  of  the  Queftion,  Whether  the  Infants  of  Chrif- 
tians  are  taken  into  Covenant- Relation  to  God  with  their 
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fo  rigid  in  their  Principles,  but  will  readily  admit  thofe  who  defire  it, 
to  their  Communion, without  infilling  upon  a  Re-baptization,  parti¬ 
cularly  Dx.Fofler,  to  whofeCommunion,he  tells  us,  he  join’d  himfelf 
with  a  great  Deal  of  Satisfaction.  See  Memoirs  of  the  Life  of  Mr. 
Whifton,  written  by  himfelf  Part  II.  P.  485,  &c.  What  a  Pity  is  it 
that  this  Spirit  of  Moderation  is  fo  rare  a  Thing  among  the  People 
of  that  Denomination,  as  Mr.  Whifton  has  reprefented  it  to  be  !  If 
all  were  a£ted  by  fo  catholick  a  Spirit,  this  Controverfy  might  be 
buried ;  and  there  would  be  noNeed  of  dividing  Communions  upon 
the  different  Perfwaftons  relating  thereto.  In  the  mean  Time,  it  is 
indeed  furprizing,thatMr./T^/?^(who  is  known, for  aCcurfe  of  many 
Years, to  have  openly  avouch’d  it  as  his  Opinion,  that  the  Apoftolical 
Conftitutions  are  Part  of  the  facred  Canon  of  the  New-T eft  ament,  and 
of  equal  Authority  with  the  Writings  of  the  Luangelifts  themfelves) 
lhou  d  chufe  to  join  himfelf  to  the  Baplifts,  fmce  there  is,  in  thofe 
Conftitutions, this  exprefslnjun&ion,  quoted  by  Mr  Whifton  [Metnoirs 
Part  I.  P.205.)  Baptize  your  Infants ,  and  bring  them  up  in  theNurture 
and  Admonition  of God;  for  he  fays ,  Suffer  the  little  Children  to  come 
unto  me,and  forbid  them  not.  Conftitut .  Lib.  6.  Cap.  15.  (It  is  in  vain 
pretended,  that  the  Infants  required  to  be  baptized  are  inf  rutted  In¬ 
fants  :  for  befides  that  no  Infants,  in  a  proper  Senfe,  are  capable  of 
fuchlnftrudtions  as  are  requiftte  to  qualify  for  adult  Baptifm,  and  be- 
fides  that  thelnjunftion  is  indefinite, including  all  Infants ;  It  is, more¬ 
over,  to  be  obferv’d,that  the  Rule  here  given  prefcribes  this  Inftruc- 
tion  of  Infants  after  their  Baptifm.  Baptize  your  Infants ,  and  bring 
them  up,  Sc c.  And  the  Reafon  alledg’d  in  the  Conftitutions,  is  taken 
from  thofe  Words  of  our  Saviour,  Suffer  little  Children  to  come  unto 
me, Sec.  which,  we  learn  from  the  Gofpel  Hiftory,were  Infants  inAge. 
l>uk.  18.  15.  So  that  there  feems  fomething  unaccountable  in  the 
Conduct  cf  this  learned  Gentleman* 
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Parents  ;  which  I  own,  is  the  main  Ground  of  theirRight 
to  Baptifm.  The  Affirmative  I  ffiall  endeavour  to  prove 
and  vindicate,  beyond  all  reafonable  Exception,  in  a  fol¬ 
lowing  Chapter .  In  the  mean  Time,  let  me  obferve,that 
if  the  Negative  be  true,  that  is  to  fay,  if  the  Children  of 
Chriftians  be  excluded  from  all  Right, or  Intereft  inGod’s 
Covenant  with  their  Parents,  how  unhappy  &  comfortlefs 
is  the  Condition  of  Chriftian  Parents, compared  with  that 
of  confederate  Parents  in  the  Church  of  Ifrael ,  who  had 
the  Covenant  feal’d  to  their  Children  in  their  Infancy  ? 
Whereby  God  mark’d  them  out  for  his  Children  and 
Heritage,  and  engag’d  himfelf  byPromife  to  be  theirGod. 
But  Chriftian  Parents  muft  be  in  a  worfe,  and  more  dif- 
confolate  State,  if  their  Children  be  cut  off  from  this  Pri¬ 
vilege,  and  no  Difference  be  made  in  Regard  of  the  Co¬ 
venant-Mercies  of  God,  between  them,  and  the  Children 
of  Infidels  and  Aliens,  Turks  and  Pagans.  The  Scrip¬ 
ture  reprefents  theComing  ofChriftasdefign’d  to  improve 
and  perfeCt  the  former  Difpenfation  the  Jews  were  under, 
and  not  to  dimini fh  any  of  the  Privileges  of  it.  And  the 
Covenant  under  the  Evangelical  Difpenfation,  as  a  better 
Covenant i  eftablifh' d  upon  better  Promifes.  Heb.  8.  6.  But 
if  this  be  the  Cafe  of  the  Infants  of  Chriftians, it  is  in  that 
Kefpeet  a  worfe  Covenant,  more  curtail’d  &  contracted, 
feeing  it  hath  not  the  fame  Extent  to  Parents  and  their 
Children. 

But  if  the  Affirmative  be  true,  as  fhall  be  fully  proved 
hereafter  (and  as  it  can’t  be  denied  without  contradicting 
the  exprefs  Teftimony  of  Scripture,  that  little  Children 
were  once  taken  into  Covenant  with  God  together  with 
their  Parents  *,  fo  there  is  not  the  leaft  Hint  in  Scripture 
fignifying  that  they  ever  were, or  ever  fhould  be  depriv’d 
of  thisPrivilege)  how  ungrateful  then  areth tAntip^dobap- 
tifts  /  and  how  injurious  their  Principles,  to  the  Honour 
of  God’s  Grace  in  extending  his  Covenant  Favour  to  the 
Infant-Children  of  his  confederate  People  ?  Flow  injuri¬ 
ous  to  the  Church  of  God, in  robbing  it  of  a  vifible  Seed, 
and  hindring,  as  much  as  lies  in  their  Power,  its  Increafe 
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and  Propagation  by  the  natural  Branches  ?  How  uncom¬ 
fortable  to  themfelves,in  cutting  off  all  Hope  of  the  Co¬ 
venant-Mercies  of  God  from  their  Children,  by  throwing 
away  the  only  Ground  of  that  Hope,  which  is  their  In- 
tereft  in  the  Covenant  ?  And  how  cruel  to  their  poor 
Children,  in  renouncing  their  vifibleRelation  to  God  and 
Chrift,  his  Church  and  Kingdom,  calling  them  out,  in 
this  Refpedt,  into  the  wide  Wildernefs  of  the  World,  yea, 
and  leaving  them  to  the  Kingdom  of  the  Devil  ?  This  is 
not  exaggerating  the  Matter,  but  the  undifguifed  Truth 
of  the  Cafe  •,  for  fince  theDevil  by  God’s  Permiflion  has 
the  chief  Rule  and  Influence  over  thig  degenerateWorld, 
(as  the  Scripture*  teftify,  Job.  12.31.  Epb.  2.  2.  &  Ch, 
6.  12.  1  Job.  5.  19.)  And  fince  the  Kingdom  of  Chrift, 
and  of  Satan  divide  the  whole  World,  Children  born  in 
this  State  of  Apoftacy  muft  be  bro’t  forth  to  the  Devil, 
unlefs  theMercies  of  God’s  Covenant  extend  to  them,  or 
(which  is  the  fameThing)  uniefs  they  belong  to  theKing- 
dom  of  the  Mediator.  An  Opinion,  which  a  good  and 
charitable  Soul  can  take  fo  little  Pleafure,  or  Comfort  in, 
I  cannot  but  wonder  Ihould  be  the  Matter  of  any  One’s 
Choice  •,  efpecially  fince  it  relies  on  no  pofitive  Grounds 
in  the  Word  of  God,  whileft  it  can’t  be  denied,  there  are 
very  plain  Intimations  therein  that  make  for  the  contrary 
Opinion.  And  therefore,  how  ungrateful  are  they,  and 
profane  too,  who  having  by  the  divine  Favour,  upon  the 
Warrant  of  the  Covenant,come  under  a  fealedDedi cation 
to  God  in  their  Infancy,  do  afterwards  when  grown  up 
to  theAge  of  Difcretion,not  only  withhold  their  Confent 
to  the  pious  Act  of  their  Parents,  but  deny  &  difown  it, 
and  tear  off  the  Seal  by  renouncing  their  Baptifm,  and  fo 
render  the  whole  Tranfadtion  void,  and  of  noneEftcdtas 
to  themfelves  ?  and  what  is  this  but  a  vacating  of  the 
Covenant  on  their  Part  ?  For  he  that  tears  off  the  Seal 
from  a  Bond  or  Indenture, doth  what  in  him  lies  to  make 
void  the  whole  Inftrument. 

Let  us  now  fee  wnat  our  Author  has  to  object  againft 
this  Confequence.  He  that  had  granted  the  tormef  viz. 
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A  Man’s  renouncing  his  Baptifm  and  Dedication  to  God 
in  Infancy,  could  have  but  little  Reafon  to  deny  the  lat¬ 
ter,  viz.  his  renouncing  and  making  void  the  Covenant 
in  which  he  was  dedicated  to  God  :  which  feems  necef- 
farily  to  follow  from  his  former  Conceffion.  Yet  fome- 
thing  he  has  to  fay,  but  fo  indiftin&ly,  and  confufedly, 
upon  a  peculiar  Scheme  of  Notions  he  has  taken  up  in 
Reference  to  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  that  it  ferves  only 
to  amufe  the  Simple  and  Undifcerning.  A  DiftinCtion 
Or  two  might  eafily  difcover  the  Fallacy  of  all  his  Rea- 
fonings,  as  will  appear  in  the  Progrefs  of  thefeRernarks. 
He  denies, 

1 .  ThatPerfons  unbaptiz’d  are  vifibly  out  of  Covenant 
with  God,  or  <c  as  to  their  external  and  vifible  Relation, 
Strangers  to  theCovenants  cfPromife as  the  Author  of  the 
Dialogue  had  aflerted.  Dial.  Pag.4.  InOppofition  to  this, 
Firji ,  Our  Author  affirms,  u  that  the  Covenant  of 
<c  Grace  was  made  from  Everlafting,  and  all  interefted 
in  it  were  in  Covenant  with  God  as  early,  and  fo  pre- 
cc  vious  to  their  Baptifm,  as  to  their  fecret  RelationGod- 
wards.”  Pag.6. — If  they  were  in  Covenant  with  God 
fo  early  as  from  Everlafting,  then,  befure,  before  their 
Baptifm,  whether  in  Infancy  or  at  adultAge. — This  odd 
Conceit  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  being  made  with  Men 
From  Everlafting,  our  Author  feems  very  fond  of,  by  his 
Frequent  Repetition  of  it,  and  frequent  Recourfe  to  it,  to 
evade  the  Force  of  the  Argument  from  the  Covenant,  to 
the  Right  of  Infants  to  Baptifm.  Pag.  10, 46.&C.  Whence 
I  perceive  it  to  be  aPart  of  fome  favourite  Scheme  he  has 
Fallen  in  with,  and  if  I  judge  aright,  it  is  entirely  Antino¬ 
man .  And  this  Opinion  having  a  clofe  Connection  with 
other  Antinomian  Errors,  is  of  dangerous  Conlequence, 
tending  to  enervate  the  main  Arguments  and  Motives  to 
Faith  and  Obedience  in  the  Word  of  God.  I  fhall  there¬ 
fore,  here,  fpend  a  few  Words  in  Confutation  of  it ;  de1* 
figning  more  fully  to  clear  up  the  DoCtrine  of  the  Cove¬ 
nant,  fo  far  as  it  relates  to  the  prefent  Controverfy,  from 
the  Confufion  and  Perplexity  lus  Way  of  Reafoning  has 
V  "  involved 
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involved  it  in,  when  I  come  to  his  IVth  Chapter.  This 
Notion  of  Men’s  being  inCovenant  with  God  from  Ever- 
lading,  I  fhall  fhew  is  unfcriptural,  irrational,  and  con¬ 
trary  to  Scripture.  And  fince  Dr.  Gill  produces  no  Proof 
of  this  ftrange  AfTertion,  it  is  enough  to  fay, 

1.  It  is  unfcriptural  ;  there  being  no  mention  of  fuch 
a  Covenant  made  withMen  from  Everlafiing,  in  theWord 
of  God.  The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  in  Scripture  often 
ftiled  an  everlafiing  Covenant  ?  But  this  is  to  be  under- 
flood  of  its  immutable  Tenor,  and  perpetual  Duration, 
(in  Contradiflin£lion  from  the  firft  Covenant  of  Works, 
which  was  violated,  and  fuperfeded  to  make  Way  for  the 
fecond,  which  everlaflingly  ftands  in  Force)  and  in  Re- 
fpedt  of  the  bleffed  Effects  andConfequences  of  it, which 
remain  to  everlafiing;  and  not  of  its  being  from  Everlaft- 
ing,  otherwife  than  in  the  Council  &  gracious  Intention 
of  God.  We  gather  alfo  from  fundry  Paffages  in  Scrip¬ 
ture, that  the  Method  of  Man’s  Redemption  was  concert¬ 
ed  in  the  Way  of  a  Covenant  between  God  the  Father, 
and  the  Son,  before  the  World  began  :  called  by  Divines 
the  Covenant  of  Redemption  ;  tho  I  find  it  no  where  in 
Scripture  exprefsly  fo  term’d.  Nor  does  it  appear  that 
the  Term  Covenant  is  in  Scripture  ever  applied  to  that 
Tranfaction,  tho’  theThing  intended  thereby  is  evidently 
contained  in  it.  And  if  this  Covenant  of  Redemption  be 
from  Everlafiing,  it  is  becaufe  it  was  made  with  a  Per- 
fon  exiftent  from  Everlafiing.  f  Yet  it  is  altogether  im- 

D  4  pertinent 

4  This  Covenant  with  the  Mediator,  called  the  Covenant  of  Redemption , 
is  commonly  fpoken  of  as  an  eternal  Covenant ,  or  a  Covenant  made 
from  Everlafiing  :  but  how  to  conceive  of  a  Covenant  tranfadled  be¬ 
tween  divinePerfons  fromEverlafting  (wherein  the  Father’s  propofal 
of  his  Will  and  Decree,  is  reprefented  as  prior  to  the  Confent  of  the 
Son,  who  is  bro’t  in  fpeaking,  Lo  !  1  co?ne  to  do  thy  Will ,  O  God . 

'  Heb.  10.  7.  I  fay,  that  to  conceive  of  fuch  a  Covenant  as  being  co¬ 
eternal  with  the  divine  Effence)  tranfcends  all  human  Capacity. 
Dr.  Owen  expreffes  it  by  a  nevj  habitude  of  Will ,  in  the  Father  and 
Son  towards  each  other ,  that  is  not  in  themFJfentially .  Vind.  Evangel. 
Chap.  27.  But  I  confefs,  it  is  beyond  me  to  form  a  correfpondent 
Idea  of  fuch  a  new  habitude  of  Will  in  the  Father  and  Son  from 
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pertinent  to  the  prefent  Purpofe,  as  being  a  Covenant  en¬ 
tirely  diftina  from  the  Covenant  of  Grace, which  is  feal- 
cd  in  Baptilm,  of  which  we  are  now  fpeaking  ;  concern¬ 
ing  which  there  is  not  a  Tittle  in  Scripture  fignifying  it 
to  be  made  with  any  Man, or  Number  of  MenfromEter- 
nity.  And  no  wonder,  for 

2.  "I  he  Opinion  itfelf  is  irrational ;  fince  every  proper 
Covenant  fuppofes  two  Parties,  at  leafl,  concern’d  in  the 
TL  ranfadtion  :  but  to  imagine  a  Covenant  made,  while 
one  of  the  Parties,  is  neither  perfonally,  nor  naturally 
exiftent,is  contrary  to  Reafon.  How  then  is  it  poffible 
that  the  Covenant  of  Grace  could  be  made  with  Men 
from  Everlafting,unlefs  they  had  an  Exigence  fromEver- 
lafting  ?  If  Men  maybe  inCovenant  before  theirExiftence, 
never  more  let  the  Adverfaries  of  lnfant-Baptifm  objedl 
againft  Infants  being  comprehended  in  the  Covenant  (as 
they  are  accuftoxifd  to  do)  the  Abfurdity  of  being  in  Co¬ 
ven  ant. 

Eternity.  But  I  except  not  againft  the  common  Opinion,  or  Doc¬ 
trine  of  the  Covenant  of  Redemption,  its  being  from  Eternity.  But 
if  it  be  founded  in  Scripture,  it  muft  be  acknowledg’d  among  the 
incomprehenfible  Things  of  God.  Yet  it  is  obfervable,  thattho’  the 
Scripture  (peaks  of  it  as  aTranfa&ion  before  the  World  began,  or  be¬ 
fore  the  Foundation  of  the  World ;  yet  it  does  not  exprefly  fay,  it  was 
frcmEverlafting,  ObJ.  But  was  not  that  which  was  before  theWorld 
began,  from  Everlafting  ?  Anfw .  Not  by  necelfary  Confequence ; 
fuppofe  the  Scripture  lilent  about  the  Time  of  the  Creation  of  the 
Angels  (and  it  is  fo  indeed  as  to  a  particular  Sc  exprefsDetermination 
concerning  it)  it  v/ere  no  Contradiction  to  any  Principle  ofReaforr,to 
fuppofe  them  created  long  before  the  World  began.  And  if  we  fup¬ 
pofe  the  Soul  of  th zMeffias  to  be  the  £rft,and  molt  excellent  of  pro¬ 
duced  Beings,  mod: intimately  and  inconceivably  united  to  God,  by 
whom  the  divine  Power  was  put  forth  in  Creation,  See.  as  Dr.  Watts 
and  divers  other  late  learned  Divines  have  been  of  Opinion ;  the 
Difficulties  in  the  DoCtrine  of  the  Covenant  of  Redemption,  and 
other  ChfidianDo&riries  might  be  eafily  folv’d.  But  I  adert  nothing 
here  dogmatically ;  knowing  that  both  the  Name  and  Nature  of  the 
Son  of  God  is  above  our  Comprehenfion, which  forbids  our  too  bold 
Enquiries  &  Determinations.  Pro<v.  30.  4.  Matth.i  1.  27.  Rev.ig.i  2. 
Enough  is  revealed  of  the  Son  of  God,  that  is  clear  and  plain,  and 
which  *lays  a  fure  Foundation  of  our  Faith,  Hope,  Love,  Obedience, 
andCommunion  withGod  in  thisWorld  :  Butyet  he  hath  aName  writ¬ 
ten,  which  no  Man  Inowith  buthmfdf:  Which, therefore  we  are  not 
curioufly  to  pry  into. 
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venant  before  they  are  capable  of  yielding  their  Confent ; 
for  it  feems  by  this  Antipcedobaptifi  Writer,  they  may  be 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  before  their  Birth, orExiftence. 
But  the  Abfurdity  of  Men’s  being  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  fromEverlafting,  I  might  demonflrate  by  a  meta- 
phyfical  Argument,  from  the  Impoffibility  of  any  A6ls 
palling  into  Effedt  from  Eternity  \  all  fuch  eternal  Adis 
being  immanent  in  the  divineEffence.  The  tranfient  Adis 
of  the  Deity  are  fuch  as  relate  to,  and  terminate  upon  the 
Creature,  and  have  their  proper  Effedts  which  muft  be¬ 
gin  in  Time  *,  for  a  beginning  of  Exiftence  is  neceflarily 
implied  in  every  Effeft.  But  God’s  bringing  Men  into 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  is,  furely,  fuch  a  tranfient  Adi,  as 
produces  a  real  Effedl  in  the  Change  of  their  State  and 
Relation.  And  therefore  it  is  impoffible,it  fhould  be  from 
Everlafting,  without  all  Beginning.  The  molt  that  cap 
be  faid  confiftently  with  Reafon,  is  that  God  purpofed  in 
his  eternal  Counfel  and  Decree  to  bring  Men  into  a  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace  in  Time.  But  to  make  this  Purpofe  or 
Decree  of  God,  the  fame  Thing  with  his  Covenant  with 
them,  is  fuch  a  Confufion,  andAbufe  of  Language,  as  no 
Perfon  who’pretends  to  theCharadlerof  aManofSenfeand 
Learning  ought  to  be  guilty  of.  But  I  add  further, 

3.  That  this  Notion  is  not  only  unfcriptural  and  irra¬ 
tional,  but  contrary  to  Scripture  ;  and  may  be  plainly 
confuted  byArgumentsi  from  Scripture.  For, 

1.  The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  called  a  new  Covenant , 
and  fecond  Covenants  Heb.  8.  7,  8.  which  fuppofes  a  for¬ 
mer  Covenant.  And  fo,  according  to  this  Opinion,  there 
mull  be  a  Covenant  prior  to  that  which  is  from  Everlaft¬ 
ing.  If  it  be  faid,  it  is  called  a  new^  or  fecond  Covenant 
in  Reference  to,  and  in  Way  of  Diftindlion  from  the  old 
legal  Adminiftration  of  the  Covenant,  and  fo  it  intends 
only  a  new  Difpenfation  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  which 
fubfifted  before  ;  Be  it  fo,  yet  it  plainly  prefuppofes  a 
formerLaw  or  Covenant,  by  theViolation  whereof  Man¬ 
kind  are  fallen  under  a  juft  Condemnation  ;  without 
which  Supposition,  a  Covenant  of  Mercy  could  have  had 

no 


42  4  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  II. 

no  Place  among  Men.  For  it  appears  evident  from 
the  Nature  and  Conftitution  of  it,  to  be  a  remedial 
Covenant, defign’d  to  relieve  finful  Men  againft  the  Curfc 
and  Condemnation  of  the  firft  broken  Covenant  upon 
merciful  and  gracious  Terms.  And  as  this  Law,  or  Co¬ 
venant,  had  its  Beginning  inTime,  and  can’t  be  pretend¬ 
ed  to  be  from  Eternity  •,  fo  neceffarily  muft  the  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Grace  which  is  fuccedaneous'to  it,  have  its  Be¬ 
ginning  in  Time  alfo. 

2.  God  often  fpeaks  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  or  his 

making  a  Covenant  with  his  People,  as  a  future  Thing, 
being  Matter  of  Promife.  Ifai.  55.  3.  Jer.  31.31,  33. 
Ezek.  34.25.  I  will  make  with  them  a  Covenant  of  Peacey 
&c.  Why  does  he  fay,  he  will  do  it,  if  it  was  done  al¬ 
ready,  and  fo  early  as  from  Evcrlafting  ?  Yea,  the  very 
Paffage  that  Dr.  Gill  alledges  to  prove  it  is  an  Aft  of 
the  fovereign  Grace  of  God  toputtVlen  into  hisCovenant, 
Pag.8. might  ferve  to  confute  him  :  which  isEzek. 20.3 7. 
I  will  caufe  you  to  pafs  under  the  Rod ,  a?id  will  bring  you 
into  the  Bond  of  the  Covenant .  Were  Men  bro’t  under 
the  Bond  of  God’s  Covenant  from  Eternity  ?  Why  then 
does  he  fpeak  of  it  as  a  future  Thing,  and  not  as  that 
which  is  paft  and  done.  ?  Yea, he  fpeaks  of  fomething  to 
be  done  before  they  were  put  into  Covenant,  they  were 
to  pafs  under  the  Rod :  and  whatever  is  meant  by  that 
Expreftion  of  pajfing  under  previous  to  their  being 

brought  into  the  Bond  of  the  Covenant ,  can  any  Man  con¬ 
ceive  of  fuch  a  Thing  done  before  that  which  is  from 
Evcrlafting  ?  He  muft  have  a  ftrange  Way  of  conceiv¬ 
ing  Things. 

3.  Thofe  whom  God  admits  into  the  Covenant  of 

Grace,  have  an  Intereft  in  the  Benefits  of  that  Covenant 
(Pardon  of  Sin,  the  Gift  of  the  Spirit,  Reconciliation,  A- 
doption,  &c.)  For  it  is  a  Sort  of  Contradiction,  to  fay, 
that  any  one  is  admitted  into  the  Covenant,  and  yet  de- 
barr’d  from  an  Intereft  in  the  Privileges  ot  theCovenant ; 
but  it  is  contrary  to  Scripture  to  fay,  that  any,  even  the 
Eleft  themfelves  have  an  Intereft  in  theie  Benefits  and 
Privileges  before  Faith  &  Converlion.  4. 
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4.  This  Opinion  vacates  the  Efficacy  and  Influence  of 
he  Word  and  Spirit  of  God  for  theConverfion  and  Sal¬ 
tation  of  Sinners  :  for  what  is  the  Converfion  of  Sinners, 
DUt  the  effectual  calling  them  into  Covenant  with  God 
:hro’  Jefus  Chrifl  ?  And  does  not  the  Miniftry  of  the 
Word,  and  the  Influences  of  the  Spirit  for  this  Purpofe, 
Drefuppofe  them  as  yet  out  of  Covenant  withGod,  at  leaft 
nRefpebl  of  its  fpiritualEfficacy  ?  But  if  they  be  already, 
md  from  Everlafting,in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  the  Mi- 
liftry  of  the  Word,  and  the  Operation  of  the  Spirit,  for 
;his  End,  is  render’d  needlefs  and  fuperfluous. 

5.  The  unconverted  State,  even  of  theEledl,  theScrip- 
:ure  declares  to  be  a  State  of  Wrath, of  Alienation  from, 
and  Enmity  to  God.  Eph.  2.  3.  We  (theEledl)  were  by 
Nature  the  Children  of  Wrath.  Col.  1.21.  You  who  were 
rometime  alienated ,  and  Enemies  in  your  Minds  by  wicked 
TVorks  ;  yet  now  hath  he  reconciled .  But  how  is  this  Def- 
:ription  of  their  former  uncon  vertedState,  confiftent  with 
:heir  being  in  Covenant  with  God  ?  as  our  Author  mult 
luppofe  them  to  be.  Can  a  Man  be  in  the  Covenant  of 
Crace,  and  not  in  a  State  ot  Grace,  and  Reconciliation, 
it  the  lame  Time,  either  really,  or  vifibly  at  leaft ;  but 
i\  a  State  moft  oppofite,  a  State  of  Wrath,  of  Diftance 
and  Alienation  from  God  ? 

6.  The  Scripture  in  plain  Terms  declares,  that  there 
Is  a  Time,  when  the  Eledt  themfelves  are  out  of  Cove- 
lant,  or  Strangers  from  the  Covenant,  even  during  the 
whole  Time  of  their  Unrcgeneracy.  Thus  the  Apoftle 
writing  to  th zEphefian  Believers,  who  were  chofen  inChrift 
[he  tells  them,  Eph.  1.  4.)  before  the  Foundation  of  the 
World ;  Yet  goes  on  to  declare  to  the  fame  Perfons,Ci?^>. 
2.  12.  (fpeaking  of  their  former  heathenifh,  unconverted 
State)  that  at  that  Yime  ye  were  without  Chrifl ,  Aliens 
rrom  the  common  Wealth  of  Ifrael,  Strangers  from  the  Co - 
venants  of  Promife .  The  veryPhrafe  ufed  in  theDialogue, 
)f  Perfons  unbaptiz’d,  as  to  their  vifible  State ;  which  is 
:rue  of  allPerfons  unconverted, as  to  their  real  State.  And 
to  the  famcPurpofehe  adds  in  the  folio wingWords,  /.13. 

But 
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But  now ,  in  Ghrift  Jefus ,  ye  who  fo  me  times  were  afar  off, 
(not  in  Refpeft  of  local  Diftance,  but  of  their  fpiritual 
State  ;  which  in  ScriptureLanguage,is  as  much  as  to  fay, 
ye  who  werefome times  out  of  Covenantors  made  nigh  by  the 
Blood  of  Chrift ,  i.  e.  are  bro’t  into  a  Covenant  of  Grace 
andReconciliation  by  theBlood  of  Chrift.  Now,  if  it  may 
be  faid  of  thofe  who  are  in  Covenant  with  God,that  they 
were  fometime  afar  off,  or  out  of  Covenant,  without 
Chrift,  Aliens,  and  foreigners,  Strangers  from  the  Cove¬ 
nant,  all  which  is  laid  of  the  Ephefian  Believers  in  this 
Chapter,  then  it  is  impoffible,  that  they  fhould  be  in  the 
Covenant  fromEverlafting  ;  for  what  is  fromEverlafting 
is  immutable,  and  can  never  be  otherwife  than  it  ever 
was  :  and  if  this  ftrange  Pofition  could  be  made  evident, 
that  all  who  are  interefted  in  the  Covenant ,  were  in  it  from 
Everlafing,our Author’s  Inference  were  good, that  “  thofe 
“  that  arc  once  in  Covenant,  can  never  be  put  out  of  it.” 
Pag.  9.  But  on  the  other  Hand,  it  is  as  certain, that  thofe 
of  whom  it  is  faid,  that  they  were  fometime  out  of  Cove¬ 
nant,  or  Strangers  from  the  Covenant  of  Promife,  were 
not,  could  not  be  in  the  Covenant  from  Everlafting.  So 
that  the  Argument  whereby  he  defign’d  to  oppofe  the 
foremention’d  Affertion  in  the  Dialogue ,  is  confuted  by 
this  very  Text,  in  the  Language  and  Senfe  whereof  that 
Affertion  was  deliver’d.  And  divers  otherTexts  I  might 
produce  which  fpeakto  the  fame  Purpofe.  So  theApoftle 
Peter  writing  to  thofe  Chriftians,  whom  he  falutes  as 
Elett  according  to  the  Fore-knowledge  of  God  the  Father 
(1  Pet.  1.2.)  Yet  afterwards  tells  them,  (Chap.  2,  10.) 
that  in  Times  patt,  they  were  not  a  People ,  but  now  are  the 
People  of  God.  In  the  fame  Senfe  fpeaks  the  Apoftie  Paul, 
and  in  the  fame  Kind  of  Phrafe,,  in  a  Citation  from  the 
Prophet.  Rom.  9.  23, 24,  25.  That  he  might  make  known 
the  Riches  of  his  Glory  on  the  Vejfels  of  Mercy, whom  he  had 
afore  prepared  unto  Glory  ;  even  us  whom  he  hath  called , 
not  of  the  Jews  only,  but  alfo  of  the  Gentiles.  As  he  faith 
alfo  in  Ofee,  I  will  call  them  my  People,  which  were  not  my 
People ,  and  her  Beloved ,  which  was  not  beloved .  Here  alfo 

we 
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re  have  the  Stile  of  the  Covenant,  I  will  call  them  my 
yeople.  Now,  it  is  undoubted,  that  in  the  fame  Senfe,  in 
rhich  they  are  called  God's  People ,  it  muft  be-underftood, 
aatthey  are  denied  to  b zhisPeople  inTimes  pafb,  otherwife 
here  would  be  an  Equivocation  in  the  Words,  which  is 
ot  to  be  admitted.  But  it  is  certain, they  are  calledGod’s 
^ople  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  For,  i.  The  Perfons 
f  whom  this  is  fpoken  are  termed  Vejfeh  of  Mercy,  23. 
uch  among  Jews  and  Gentiles ,  on  whom  God  had  pur- 
ofed  from  Eternity  to  glorify  his  rich  Mercy.  2.  Pur- 
aant  to  this  Purpofe,he  had  called  them  to  his  Grace  in 
lie  Gofpel-Covenant.  f.  24.  And  3.  By  this  their  effec- 
ual  Calling  he  defign’d  to  prepare  them  for  the  future 

I  lory.  f.  23.  So  that  noDoubt  can  remain, but  they  were 
is  People  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  when  called  by  the 
iofpel  ^  and  if  in  the  fame  Senfe  they  were  not  his  People 

II  the  Time  before,  as  the  Apoftle  declares,  how  could 
hey  poffibly  be  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  from  Everlaft- 
ig,  or  indeed  any  Time  before  theirCalling  and  Conver- 
ion  ?  But  the  Abfurdity  of  this  Opinion  may  appear  to 
n  intelligent  Reader  too  open  and  manifeft  to  need  fo 
nany  Words  in  Confutation  of  it  •,  which,  therefore,  I 
hould  have  fpared,had  not  our  Author  laid  fo  muchStrefs 
rpon  it,  in  dilputing  againfl:  the  Covenant  Right  of  In¬ 
ants  to  Baptifm  :  but  how  weakly  will  be  feen  hereafter, 
rhe  Reafon  of  Dr.  Gill's  Miftake,  I  apprehend  to  be,  his 
iOt  diftinguifhing  as  he  ought,  between  the  Covenant  of 
Redemption ,  or  the  federal  Tranfadtion  between  the  Fa- 
her  &  the  Son  the  defigned  Mediator,  in  which  the  Plan 
'f  Man’s  Redemption  was  laid  before  the  Foundation  of 
heWorld,and  the  Covenant  of  Grace  made  withBelievers, 
>r  with  the  Church  and  People  of  God  in  Time  :  and 
tecaule  the  former  was  fromEverlafting,  he  imagines  the 
rtter  was  fo  likewife,  or  he  confounds  the  latter  with  the 
3rmer  ;  whereas  thefe  are  twoCovenants  entirely  diftindt 
rom  each  other  •,  as  I  fhall  fully  prove  in  its  proper 
dace.  But  whatever  may  be  in  this  Notion  of  Dr. 
Ully  hi.s  Impertinence  is  vifible  to  every  one  in  alledging 
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it  as  an  Objection  againfl  the  Suppofition  in  th zDialogue^ 
that  Perfons  unbaptized  are  out  of  Covenant,  becaufe  of 
theLimitation  with  which  it  was  guarded  in  thefeWords, 
“  as  to  external  and  vifible  Relation*”  when  this  Notion 
he  has  advanced, by  his  own  Confeffion  regards  only  their 
fecretRelationGod-wards. Being  confcious, therefore, to  him- 
felf  of  thelnfufficiency  of  thisReply,he  proceeds  to  anfwer, 

Secondly ,  By  feveral  Interrogatories.  He  afks,  Pag.  7. 
“  Are  not  all  truly  penitent  Perfons,  all  true  Believers  in 
<c  Chrift,  tho’  not  as  yet  baptiz’d,  in  Covenant  withGod 
4<  as  to  their  external,  and  vifibleRelation  to  him,  which 
6C  Faith  makes  manifeft  ?  Were  not  the  threeThoufand 
€6  in  Covenant  with  God  vifibly,when  they  were  pricked 
“  to  the  Heart,  &  repented  of  their  Sins,  and  gladly  re- 
<c  ceived  the  Word  of  the  Gofpel — tho*  not  as  yet  bap- 
cc  tized  ?”  And  he  goes  on  to  put  the  fame  Queiiion 
concerning  the  Eunuch ,  Lydia ,  &  th t  Jailor,  and  the  Be¬ 
lievers  in  Samaria, and  at  Corinth, who  were  baptiz’d  upon 
a  Profeffton  of  their  Faith  &  Repentance.  There  is  no 
returning  a  diredt  Anfwer  to  fuch  ambiguous  Enquiries, 
without  aDiftindtion  *,  forWant  of  which, Sophiftry  often 
pafies  with  many  People  for  found  Reafoning,  and  Error 
wears  the  Guile  of  Truth.  The  Diftindtion  I  mean  is 
that  of  a  Man’s  being  in  Covenant  either  in  Refpedt  of 
the  fpiritual  Difpenlation  of  the  Grace  of  the  Covenant 
on  God’s  Part, or  in  Refpedt  of  the  outward  Admimftra- 
tion  and  Reception  of  the  Covenant  on  Man’s  Part  : 
Which  DiftinCtion  will  be  more  fully  clear’d  up  &  elta- 
blifh’d  in  the  Fourth  Chapter. 

Now, agreeably  to  this  Diftindtion,  I  anfwer,  1.  That 
in  Regard  of  the  fpiritual  Difpenfation  of  the  Covenant 
of  Grace  on  God’s  Part,  it  is  not  to  be  doubted  but  all 
truly  penitent  Perfons,  ail  true  Believers  in  Chrift  are  ad¬ 
mitted  into  Covenant  with  God  :  But  I  deny  they  are  in 
Covenant  as  to  their  external  £5?  vifibie  Relation  meerly  on 
theAccount  of  the  Covenant  ot  Grace  inwardly  receiv  d, 
which  being  in  itiell  a  lecret  Thing,  and  while  it  is  lo, 

can  be  no  Guide  toMinifters  and  Churches  in  admitting 
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Perfons  to  the  Ordinances.  But  this  Relation  muft  bo 
fomeWay  made  vifible,to  the  Satisfaction  of  a  charitable 
Judgment,  before  they  can  be  Foro  Ecclefitf  in  Covenant 
with  God,  fo  as  to  have  a  Right  to  theOrdinances  of  the 
Covenant.  He  fays,  “Faith  makes  it  manifeft He  muft 
mean  a  vifible  Manifeftation  of  it.  But  this  alfo  I  deny* 
for  Faith,  as  it  is  an  inward  Reception  of  the  Covenant 
of  Grace, or  an  hearty  afient  and  confent  to  the  conditio¬ 
nal  Propofition  of  Chrift  and  his  faving  Benefits  in  the 
Gofpel,is  the  veryThing  that  needs  to  be  made  manifeft : 
it  is  a  Secret  in  the  Heart, known  only  to  God,  till  it  be 
manifefted  by  an  outward  Profeffion  according  to  the  di¬ 
vine  Inftitution,  and  by  the  proper  and  genuine  Fruits  of 
it  in  Works  of  Obedience  to  the  Gofpel.  Rom.  io.  io. 
With  the  Heart  Man  believeth  unto  Right eoufnefs^and  with 
the  Mouth  Confeffion  is  made  unto  Salvation .  Faith  in  the 
Heart  is  one  Thing,  and  Confeffion  with  theMouth  ano¬ 
ther.  It  is  the  Latter,  on  which  depends  the  Vffibility  of 
a  Perfon’s  Intereftin  theCovenant,and  Right  to  the  Or¬ 
dinances.  Yea  further,  it  may  be  faid,  that  Faith  is  fo  far 
from  manifeftinga  Covenant-Intereft  to  others  (or  an  In¬ 
sert  in  the  faving  Grace  of  the  Covenant)  that  many 
Times  it  doth  not  manifeft  it  to  thePerfon  himfelf  believ¬ 
ing  ;  for  tho’  he  that  believes,  knows  that  he  believes,  yet 
fince  there  are  divers  Kinds  of  Faith  befides  that  which 
is  faving,  he  cannot  certainly  know  that  he  has  a  fpecial 
Intereft  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, unlefs  he  finds  in  him- 
felf  the  diftinCtive  Evidences  of  a  favingFaith.  But  this, 
it  leems,  is  agreable  to  his  Antinomian  Scheme,  thatFaith 
nias  no  Intereft,  or  Influence  (  as  a  Means  appointed  by 
orod)  in  a  Sinner’s  Juftification,  but  is  only  a  Sign,  o t 
Manifeftation  of  his  having  an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant 
ft  Grace, and  being  in  a  juftifiedState  long  ago,even  from 
eternity  ;  contrary  to  the  plain  DoCtrine  of  Scripture. 

But, 2.  In  Refpeft  of  the  external  Adminiftration  and 
deception  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, it  may  be  truly  faid, 
hat  no  Perfon  is  inCovenant  with  God  under  theGofpfcl 
before  Baptifm,  or  the  Profeffion  made  in  Baptifm  :  but 

that 
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that  all  unbaptized  Perfons  are,  as  to  their  external  and 
vifible  Relation  > Strangers  to  theCovenant  :  Therefore  Dr. 
Gill  has  not  diftin&ly  and  fairly  ftated  the  Cafe,  when 
he  afks  concerning  thofe  who  were  baptized  upon  a  Pro- 
fefiionof  their  Faith,  or  Repentance  ;  Were  they  not  in 
Covenant  previous  to  theirBaptifm  ?  It  may  be  anfwer’d. 
Not  compleatly,as  to  their  external  vifible  Relation.  For 
tho’  lome  good  Evidence  be  previoufly  neceftary  to  fatisfy 
a  charitable  Judgment,  that  the  Perfons  to  be  baptiz’d 
have  receiv’d  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  or  have  an  Intereft 
in  it,  yet  their  Covenant-State  is  not  compleatly  vifible, 
5till  they  have  taken  upon  them  the  Symbol  of  theirPro- 
Fefiion,  and  come  under  the  Seal  of  the  Covenant  in  be¬ 
ing  baptized.  But  the  right  State  of  the  Cafe, according 
to  the  Senfe  of  the  Dialogue ,  is,  WhetherPerfons  unbap¬ 
tiz’d,  or  previous  to  a  baptifmal  Profehion  &  Dedication 
to  God, may  be  faid  to  be,  as  to  their  vifible  State,  in  Co¬ 
venant  with  him  ?  For  Baptifm,in  the  prefentCafe,  is  not 
to  be  confidered  abftraftly  from  the  neceflaryPre-requi- 
fites  thereunto, or  from  the  fpiritualPart  of  theOrdinance; 
not  barely  the  walking  the  Body  with  Water,  but  a  Co¬ 
venant-Dedication  to  Gcd,  Faith  &  Repentance  folemn* 
ly  declared  and  ratified  by  that  externalRite  ;  theThing 
fignified,  and  outward  Sign  confider’d  together,  as  one 
complex  A£t  under  theName  of  Baptifrn.  And  the  Cafe 
thus  ftated  is  plainly  to  be  refolved  in  the  Negative,  that 
noPerfon, previous  toBaptifm  in  this  comprehenfiveSenfe, 
can  be  faid  to  be,  as  to  his  vifible  Relation,  in  Covenant 
with  God,  but  all  unbaptized  Perfons  are  in  this  Refpeft 
Strangers  to  the  Covenant.  And  therefore,  our  Author’s 
-Queries  are  nothing  to  his  Purpoie,as  they  proceed  upon 
a  wrong  Hypothecs,  putting  afunder  what  God  has  join’d 
together.  Hence,  I  need  not  defcend  to  a  more  particu¬ 
lar  Anfwer  to  them  feverally ;  every  common  Reader,  I 
truft,  by  theHelp  of  theDiftinftion  laid  down, may  eafily 
difcern  the  Fallacy  in  all  his  Objections  under  this  Head. 
Only  as  to  thofe. converted  and  baptized  at  Pentecoft, the 
Cafe  was  fomewhat  peculiar  •,  for  being/ac;  &  Profylites , 
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it  is  unqueftionable,  they  were  in  vifible  Covenant  with 
God,  as  Members  of  the  JezviJh  Church, not  only  before 
their  Baptifm,  but  before  their  Converfion  to  the  Faith 
of  Jefus.  For  God  had  not  as  yet  difcovenanted  them, 
but  they  were  treated  with  at  firft,by  the  Preachers  of  the 
Gofpel,  as  a  People  in  Covenant  withGod  :  For  this  Rea- 
fon,  they  were  privileged  with  the  firft  Offer  of  Chrift 
and  Gofpel-Grace.  See  Adi.  3.  25,  2 6.  But  they  could 
not  be  faid  to  be  vifibly  in  Covenant  under  the  Chriftian 
Form  of  Adminiftration,  before  they  were  baptiz’d  in  the 
Name  of  Jefus  Chrift. 

But  among  all  hisQueries  there  is  one  he  has  forgotten, 
or  defignedly  overlook’d  :  And  that  is  the  Inftance  of 
Simon  Magus ,  of  whom  the  facred  Hiftorian  thus  fpeaks. 
Aft.  8 .  13.  Simon  himfelf  believed  alfo ,  and  when  he  was 
baptized ,  he  continued  with  Philip.  Now  let  me  put  the 
Queftion  after  his  Manner,  fince  he  has  omitted  it.  Was 
not  Simon  in  vifibleCovenant  with  God,  when  he  believed 
thePreaching  of  Chrift  by  Philip, previous  to  hisBaptifm  ? 
And  let  him  anfwer  which  Way  he  will,  it  may  ferve  for 
his  Conviftion.  If  he  fays,  he  was  not  in  Covenant, then 
all  his  otherQueries  are  infignificant  to  his  Purpoie  :  for 
no  more  is  faid  of  moft  of  the  Inftances  refer’d  to,  than 
what  is  here  exprefly  faid  of  Simon ,  that  he  believed  before 
he  was  baptiz'd.  If  he  fays,  that  he  was  inCovenant, then 
he  muff  admit  fome  fuchDiftinftion  as  I  have  laid  down, 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  in  Refpeft  either  of  its  bein<r 
fpiritually  difpens’d  &  applied,  or  in'Refp'eft  of  its  being 
outwardly  adminifter’d,  and  profefledly  confented  to, and 
received.  And  ’tis  evident,that  it  is  in  this  lattcrRefpeft 
only,  that  Simon  Magus  could  be  faid  to  be  in  Covenant 
upon  his  Profeflion  fealed  in  Baptifm  ;  for  he  had  no  Part 
or  Lot  in  the  fpiritual  BldTings  of  the  Covenant.  ^21. 
And  in  this.  Inftance  Dr.  Gill  may  fee  how  the  Covenant 
once  entred  into, may  be  made  void  by  aPerfon’sApoftacy  or 
Renunciation  of  the  federal  Relation  ;  for  thisDiftinftioix 
admitted  may 'afford  an  eafy  Solution  to  all  hisObjeftions 
Under  this  FRaJ.  And  tbo’  there  may  be  “  fome  Per- 
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“  fons  that  have  never  been  baptized,  of  whom  we  have 
“  Reafon  to  believe,  they  have  an  Intereft  in  the  Cove- 
“  nant  of  Grace,”  as  he  fuppofes,  Pag.  7.  Yet  what  is 
that  to  their  being  vifibly  in  Covenant  according  to  the 
divine  Ordinance  ?  But  if  they  negleft  &  refufe  this  Or¬ 
dinance  of  Baptifm,  while  they  have  the  Opportunity  to 
receive  it, this  cannot  but  weaken  our  charitable  Belief  of 
any  Intereft  they  are  fuppofed  to  have  in  theCovenant. 

But  nothing  can  be  more  idle  and  impertinent,  than  to 
objeft,  as  our  Author  does,  the  Examples  of  the  Old- 
Teftament  Saints  being  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  before 
the  Inftitution  of  Chriftian  Baptifm.  I  tho’t  we  had  been 
fpeaking  of  the  Chriftian  Difpenfation  of  the  Covenant, 
and  not  inquiring  how  the  Old-Teftament  Saints  were 
initiated  into  it.  However,  it  is  not  fo  hard  a  Matter  to 
prove,  as  he  infinuates,  that  Circumcifion,  from  theTime 
of  the  Inftitution  of  it,  was  then ,  what  Baptifm  is  now ,  a 
vifible  Symbol  of  Initiation  into  Covenant,  and  a  Badge 
of  Diftinftion  to  the  Church  of  Ifrael  as  the  only  Cove¬ 
nant  People  of  God.  But  this  is  not  the  prefentBufinefs. 

2.  He  denies,  that  “  a  Man  is  brought  into  Covenant 


“  by  Baptifm,”  and  pronounces  it  afalfeAffertion.  P.  8. 
But  for  what  Reafon  ?  Becaufe,  faith  he,  “  the  Covenant 
“  of  Grace  is  from  Everlafting,  and  thofe  that  are  put 
“  into  it,  were  put  into  it  fo  foon,  and  that  byGodhim- 
<<■  felf.”  How  falfe  &  dangerous  this  Opinion  is,  I  have 
fufficiently  fhewed  already  from  Scripture.  But  he  has 
forgotten,  that  he  has  already  given  up  this  Reafon,  as 
infufficient  to  prove  what  he  aim’d  at  under  the  former 
Head. — So  here,  if  he  means  to  objeft  any  Thing  againft 
that  Suppofition  in  the  Dialogue, that  Men  are  bro’t  into 
•vifible  Covenant  withGod  in  Baptifm, his  Notion  of  Men’s 
king  put  into  the  Covenant  of  Grace  from  Everlafting  (were 
it  true)  muft  be  fet  slide  as  an  infignificantProof  :  for  by 
his  own  tacit  Confeffion,  it  concludes  nothing  as  to  their, 
vifible  Covenant-State,  but  only  determines  “  their  fe- 
cretEelationGod-ward,  as  heipeaks.  But  that  nowunder 
the  Gofpel  Difpenfation,  Men  aie  enter’d  into  vifible  Co- 
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venant  no  otherwife  than  by  the  initiating  Rite  of  Bap- 
tifm,  is  fufficiently  manifeft  by  what  has  been  offer’d  un¬ 
der  the  foregoing  Head.  A  previous  Confent  to, and  pro- 
feffed  Acceptance  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, is  indeed  re¬ 
quired  of  adult  Perions  as  aneceffary  Qualification,  but 
Baptifm  is  their  folemn  Inveftiture.  What  elfe  is  the 
Meaning  of  the  Order  Chrift  gave  his  Apoftles  in  their 
Commiffion,to^/>Az£  thoie  whom  they  fhould  bring  over 
to  his  Religion,  in  theName  (or  into  the  Name )  of  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  the  e>on  and  the  Holy  Ghojl ,  but  that  they  fhould  by 
this  folemnRite  initiate  them  into  hisGofpelCovenant,  by 
a  vifible  Dedication  of  them  to  God  the  Father,  Son,  and 

Holy  Ghoft  ?  He  fays  {ibid)  “  Parents  cannot  enter ’their 
“  Children  into  Covenant,  norChildren  themfelves,£5V.” 
But  this  has  been  prov’d  to  be  contrary  foScripture,  which 
plainly  warrants  and  requires  Parents  to  dedicate  them- 
felves  and  their  Children  to  God  according  to  the  Tenor 
of  his  Covenant.  He  fays,  moreover,  in  Confirmation  of 
the  foregoing  Affertion,  that  “  it  is  an  Ad  of  God’s  fo- 
vereignGrace”  ('to  putMen  intoCovenant)  “  who  fays 
I  will  be  their  God ,  and  theyfhall  be  my  People .”  True’ 
it  is  an  Ad  of  the  iovereign  Grace  of  God,  i  .  To  con- 
ftitute  &  propound  a  newCovenant  of  Mercy,  Pardon,  and 
JLife,by  theMediation  of  his  SonJefusChriflyuntoMen  un¬ 
done  by  theViolation  of  the  firil  Covenant.  In  this  Con- 
ffitution,  there  is  admirable  richGrace  difeover’d  2  To 
draw  and  incline,  their  Heart  &  Will  to  accept  the  Pro! 
po  au,  and  fubmit  to  the  Terms  of  this  gracious  Confli- 

tution  :  And  fo  to  bring  them  intoCovenant.— But  if  he 

means,  that  it  is  an  Alt  of  the  f over eign  Grace  of  God  ex- 
c  ™  °f  kumanEndeavours,  or  the  fubordinate  Agency 
f  T.h  which  feems  to  be  his  Meaning,  by  his  fayino- 
IViG?d’S  folePrerogative,”  and  that  inOppoficion  to 
.he  Act  of  Parents  in  ending  themfelves,  or  their  Chil- 
po  ^n.t°  Covenant,  and  of  theMiniflry  of"  the  Ordinance 
)f  Baptifm  ;  it  is  contrary  to  found  Reafon  &  Divinity.- 
r  if  this  be  not  his  Meaning,  how  weak  &  impertinent 
s  ms  Arguing  ?  Men  cannot  enter  themfelves  or  their 
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Children  intoCovenant,for  it  is  anAft  of  God’s  fovereign 
Grace  !  Whereas,  the  contrary  ought  to  be  concluded, 
that  becaufe  it  is  an  A  cl  of  the  fovereignGrace  of  God  to 
bring  Men  into  Covenant,  who  fays,  I  will  be  their  God 
&c.  therefore  Men  as  fubordinate  Agents  can  and  may 
do  it  by  the  Influence  &  Afliftance  of  divineGrace.  This 
Method  of  Reafoning  is  warranted  and  confirmed  by  that 
of  theApoftle,  Phil.  2.  12,  13.  Workout  your  own  Salva¬ 
tion, — for  it  is  God  which  wofketh  in  you  both  to  will  and 
to  do  of  his  good  Pleafure.  It  is  the  fovereign  Grace  of 
God  which  brings  Sinners  into  a  State  of  Salvation,  and 
Grace  works  in  them  for  that  End  :  ye  unlefs  there  be 
the  Concurrence  of  Men’s  Endeavours  in  working  out 
their  own  Salvation,  they  never  will  be  faved.  So  it  is  an 
Aft  of  fovereign  Grace,  to  convert  a  Sinner :  but  unlefs 
Converfion,  in  the  Refult  of  all,  be  the  Sinner’s  own  Aft 
under  the  Influence  of  divine  Grace, he  will  never  be  con¬ 
verted.  To  deny,  that  Men  as  fubordinate  Agents  can 
or  may  enter  thenifelves  into  Covenant,  is  to  deny  the 
Grace  of  God  to  be  effeftual  in  its  Operations  :  for  the 
Efficacy  of  it  is  manifefted  in  making  Men  willing,  on 
their  Part, to  yield  an  hearty  Confent  to  the  Tenders  and 
Terms  of  the  Covenant. 

Our  Author  further  obfi  r  vec,that  “  thePhrafe  of  l ring- 
«  ing  into  the  Bonds  of  the  Covenant,  is  but  once  ufed  in 
41  Scripture, and  then  it  is  afcribed  to  God, and  not  to  the 
44  Creature. — Ezek.  20.37.”  A  tacitAcknowledgment, 
thatMen  are  bro’t  underBonds  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ; 
die  to  what  Purpofe  is  this  Text  alledg’d  ?  Yet  there 
feems  a  manifefllnconfiflency  between  thisConceflion,and 
his  otherReafonings  upon  this  Subject  •,  as  hereafter  may 
appear.  But  if  he  can  find  no  other  Text  in  Scripture  to 
prove,  that  it  is  an  Aft  of  divine  Grace  to  bring  Men  into 
Covenant,  I  fear  this  will  fail  him  :  for  according  to  the 
Judgment  of  good  Interpreters,  thofe  Words  oi  the  Pro¬ 
phet,  I  will  cahje  you  to  fafs  under  the  Rod, and  will  bring 
you  intotheBond,  of  theCovenant , import  a  rhreatning,rather 
than  a  Promife  }  being  of  like  Tenor  with  the  preceed- 
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ingVerfes,  which  contain  Comminations  of  dlvineWrath. 
The  Bond  or  Obligation  of  the  Covenant  is  primarily  to 
Obedience,  and  lecondarily,  inCafe  of  Tranfgreffion,unto 
Punilhment  :  and  eitherWay  the  Honour  of  God’s  rec- 
toral  Authority  is  fecured.  The  apoftate  Ifraelites  being 
expell’d  their  ownLapd,were  apt  to  imagine, that  as  they 
feem’d  caft  out  of  the  Care  of  the  God  of  Ifrael,  fo  now 
they  were  out  of  the  Reach  of  his  Vengeance,  tho’  they 
fhould  ftill  break  his  Covenant, and  join  in  the  idolatrous 
Cuftoms  of  the  Heathen  Nations, among  whom  they  were 
difpers’d  ;  therefore  God  threatens,  that  ( as  a  Shepherd 
caufes  his  Flock  to  pafs  under  the  Rod,  when  he  would 
take  an  exa&Account  of  them,  fo)  he  would  reckon  with 
them  particularly,  and  let  them  know  that  he  was  ftill 
their  Ruler,  and  would  proceed  to  execute  the  Bond  of 
his  Covenant,by  inflidting  the  Penalty  denounc’d  againft 
the  Violators  of  it.  To  this  Purpole  Calvin ,  who  fpent 
his  laft  Breath  (in  his  Comments  on  Scripture)  on  this 
very  Chapter  in  Ezekiel ,  gives  the  Senfe  ;  underftancjing 
by  the  Bond  of  the  Covenant ,  the  Conjlancy  of  God’s  Cove¬ 
nant ,on  his  Part ,  i.  e.  as  to  the  certain  Execution  of  the 
Promifes  and  Threatnings  of  it,  as  his  People’s  Faithful- 
nefs  or  Perfidioufnefs  fhould  require  ;  by  Virtue  of  which 
Bond,  he  would  at  Length  gather  them  all  to  him,  not  to 
rule  over  them  as  a  Father ,  but  to  ivflibl  a  more  heavy  Pu- 
nifhment  upon  them  for  their  Apoftacy.  *  But  if  any  chufe 
rather  to  underftand  it,as  aPromife  of  the  newCovenant, 
as  fome  Interpreters  carry  it,  I  am  well  content,  and  do 
moft  willingly  grant  (as  that  which  is  apparent  from  the 
whole  Tenor  of  divine  Revelation)  and  conftantly  aflerr, 
that  it  is  an  Adt  of  fovereign  free  Grace  in  God  to  take 
any  of  the  apoftate  Race  of  Men  into  aCovenant  of  Grace 
thro’  a  Mediator.  And  I  hope,Dr.  Gill  will  agree  to  the 
Confequence  in  Proof  of  theCovenant-Intereft  of  the  Seed 
of  theFaithful.  For  if  God’s  faying,  I  will  be  theirGod,icc. 
be  a  good  Proof  or  Evidence  of  his  fovereign  Grace  in 
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bringingMen  intoCovenant  with  himfelf,  (as  heconfeflfes) 
what  Reafon  can  be  given,  why  the  Promife  of  God  to 
the  confederate  Parent, inTer ms  of  the  fame  Import,  Evi¬ 
dence,  and  Force,  I  will  be  the  God  of  thy  Seed ,  fhould  not 
as  ftrongly  conclude  for  theReception  oi  the  Infant-Chil¬ 
dren  of  Relievers  into  Covenant  ?  5Tis  confefs’d  to  be  an 
A£t  of  the  fovereign  Grace  of  God,to  extend  thePromife 
of  hisCovenant  to  the  infant  Seed  of  his  confederatePeo- 
ple.  And  if  Dr.  Gill  hath  hisMind  fo  call,  as  not  to  be 
able  to  conceive  of  any  otherCovenant  of  Grace, but  what 
is  from  Everlafting,  then  it  may  be  faid,  that  God  hath 
fromEverlafting  put  Children  into  theCovenantofGrace  ; 
or  to  fpeak  more  intelligibly,  God  hath  fromEverlafting 
decreed  &  appointed  to  receive  the  infantChildren  of  his 
People  into  his  Covenant :  for  he  hath  in  his  Word  de¬ 
clared  his  Acceptance  of  them  intoCovenant;  and  we  may 
be  fore,  there  is  nothing  in  his  declared  Will,  repugnant 
to  his  eternal  fecret  Will.  And  if  God  hath  taken  them 
in,  how  daring  and  prefumptuous  are  th zAntip^dobaptiJls 
in  thrufting  them  out  ?  When  God  hath  once  of  old,  in 
Hating  the  Method  of  the  Difpenfation  of  his  Grace  to¬ 
wards  his  Church  and  faithful  People,  undeniably  declar¬ 
ed  hisWill  to  receive  their  InfantsintofederalRelation  to 
him  with  themfelves,  to  be  a  God  to  them  ;  and  has  given 
us  the  flrongefl  Intimations  in  hisWord,thathe  defign’d 
his  Covenant  fhould  abide  in  the  fame  invariable  Tenor 
through  all  Generations,  even  under  theGofpel-Admini- 
flration,  (as  fhall  be  fully  prov’d  hereafter)  how  rafhand 
impious  a  Thing  muft  it  be,  to  deny,  or  flight  thisCove- 
nant- Privilege  ?  But  tho5  the  Promife  thus  extended  to 
the  Infants  of  the  Faithful  be  the  Foundation  of  their  Co- 
venant-Interefl,  yet  their  folemn  vifible  Initiation  intoCo¬ 
venant  is  by  Baptifm,  as  it  was  by  Circumcifion  of  old  ; 
which  is  the  Thing  fuppofed  in  the  Dialogue  :  againft 
which,  we  have  feen,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Reafonings 
of  our  Author  of  any  Force. 

3.  Fie  denies,  that  “  this  Covenant  can  be  vacated, or 

“  made  null  and  void,  by  renouncing  Infant-Baptiim.” 
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This  is  the  mainThing  he  fliould  have  proved.  But  what 
are  hisReafons  ?  “  TheCovenant  of  Grace,”  faith  he,  cc  is 
“  order’d  in  all  Things,  and  fure  *,  its  Promifes  are  Yea 
cc  and  Amen  in  Chrift,  its  Bleffings  are  the  fureMercies 
“  of  David  ;  God  will  not  break  it,  and  Men  cannot 
“  make  it  void  ;  thofe  that  are  once  in  it,  can  never  be 
“  put  out  of  it,  nor  can  it  be  vacated  by  anyThing  done 
“  by  them.”  All  which  amounts  to  no  more  than  ftrong 
Aflertions  of  the  fame  Thing.  And  fuppofing  theTruth 
of  thefe  Allegations,  they  are  all  befide  the  Purpofe.  His 
Fallacy  (if  he  means  in  all  this  to  argue  or  object)  is  ea- 
fily  detected,  by  refiefting  on  what  has  been  already  ob- 
ferv’d.  ’Tis  granted,  the  Covenant  of  Grace  cannot  be 
made  void,  • 

1.  In  Refpedt  of  its  divine  Conftitution.  So  it  is  per¬ 
manent  &  immutable,  and  everlaftingly  inForce.  And  in 
this  Refpedt  David  calls  it  an  everlajling  Covenant ,  being 
by  divine  Wifdom  &  Grace  ordered  in  all  things  and  fure. 
2  Sam.  23.  5. 

2.  In  Regard  of  the  Immutability  of  the  Promife  on 
God’s  Part,  to  all  that  are  taken  under  the  fpiritual  Dif« 
penfation  of  it, being  by  an  uniting  Faith  in  theMediator 
entitled  to  the  promifed  Bleffing.  In  this  Refped,  I  al¬ 
low, there  can  be  noFailure  of  the  Covenant,  but  thePro- 
mife  is  lure  to  all  the  believingSeed. — But  what  is  all  this 
to  thofe  that  are  vijibly  in  Covenant  with  God,  or  inRe- 
fpe£t  of  external  and  vifible  Relation  ?  for  of  fuch  only  the 
Dialogue  fpeaks.  Now  of  thefe  there  are  two  Sorts. 
1.  Some  that  befides  a  vifible  Dedication  to  God,  have 
a  real  Participation  of  the  favingGrace  of  the  Covenant, 
the  Spirit  of  Regeneration  &  Sanftification,  Pardon  and 
Adoption,  &c.  And  it  is  with  Refpedt  to  thefe,  that  I  ad¬ 
mit  theTruth  of  what  has  been  faid  of  the  Indefedtiblenefs 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  Tho’  even  thefe  are  often 
guilty  of  grievous  Backilidings  &  Violations  of  the  Arti¬ 
cles  of  theCovenant  on  theirPart  *,  and  that  a  finalBreach 
andDiffolutiOn  of  theCovenant  does  not  enlue  thereupon, 
is  owing  meerly  to  the  fuperabounding  Grace  of  God. 
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2.  There  are  others  (and  the  greateft  Part  of  thofe  who 
are  called  by  the  Gofpel  into  Covenant  with  GodJ  who 
enter  into  this  Relation  only  by  vifible  Profeffion,  or  vi- 
iibleDedication  ;  being  at  prefent  deftitute  of  the  fanfti- 
fyingGrace  of  the  Covenant :  who  neverthelefs  are  under 
the  Bonds  of  it,  by  Virtue  of  their  folemn  Dedication  to 
God,  whereby  they  are  obliged  to  perform  theDuties and 
Conditions, upon  whichGod  haspromifedParaon  &Salva- 
tion.  And  who  can  Doubt,  that  Perfons  of  thisCharader 
may  be  &  often  are  guilty  of  violating  thofe  facred  Ob¬ 
ligations,  &  vacating  the  Covenant  fas  we  have  obferv’d 
in  the  Cafe  of  Simon  Magus)  by  reverting  to  the  Idols  of 
the  World,  and  praftically  denying  the  trueGod,as  their 
fupream  Lord  and  Benefactor,  or  by  difowning  the  fede¬ 
ral  Relation  they  have  been  brought  into  by  their  baptif- 
trml  Dedication  ?  which  is  theCafe  under  Confideration. 
For  thelnfant-Childrenof  theChurch,who  on  thisGroynd 
of  the  Covenant  are  offer’d  up  toGod  inBaptifm,may  be 
reckon’d  of  thefe  twoSorts  I  have  mention’d.  Some  who 
are  early  feafon’d  with  the  Grace  of  God,  and  religioufly 
difpoied  from  their  Childhood,  ai)d  as  to  thofe  who  die 
jn  theAge  of  Infancy  or  Childhood  before  they  have  done 
any  Thing  to  forfeit  the  promifed  Bleffing,  there  is  no 
Room  to  Doubt,  butGod  will  make  good  his  Promile  in 
their  eternal  Salvation.  Others, who  (as  they  grow  up  to  a 
Capacity  of  Difcerning,  of  chufing  the  Good  &  refilling 
the  Evil)  do  neglect  and  violate  the  Bonds  of  their  Bap- 
tifm,  and  forfake  the  God  of  their  Fathers  and  their  God 
(for  theCovpnant-Intereft  of  Children  is  no  more  than  the 
vifjbleProfelfion  of  theAdult  an  abfolute  Security  againft 
Apoftacy)  and  fo  may  truly  &  juftly  be  faid  to  make  void  * 
theCovenant  betweenGod  &  them.  And  this  feems  evi¬ 
dently  theCafq  qf  thofe  who  having  been  devoted  toGod 
byB^ptifm  in  their  early  Infancy, do  afterwards  when  they 
arrive  to  adultAge, renounce  their  baptifmal  Dedication, 
and  difclaim  all  Interefl  in,  and  Relation  to  the  blelfed 
God,  which  they  had  by  Virtue  of  his  Covenant  &  Pto- 
miie  to  their  Parents  to  be  their  God  and  the  God  of  their 
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Seed ,  folemnly  ratified  by  theNew-Teftament  Seal  of  In¬ 
itiation.  And  what  is  this  but  to  vacate  the  Covenant 
and  render  it  wholly  void, and  of  none  Effe<ft,as  to  them- 
felves  ?  Which  is  the  Thing  aflferted  in  the  Dialogue. 
And  it  is  a  Confideration  proper  to  be  urg’d  on  theC’on- 
iciences  of  thofe  who  are  inconfiderately  ruffling  into  the 
Errors  of  Antipadobaptifm.  There  is  nothing  in  all  the 
Exceptions  of  Dr.  Gill  that  makes  againft  thisAftertion. 
All  that  can  be  concluded  from  his  Arguments  is,  that 
the  Covenant  on  God’s  Part  cannot  be  vacated,  but  as  to 
all  that  are  the  Subjects  of  its  internal  lpiritual  Difpenfa- 
tion  (all  regenerateBelievers)  it  is  made  fure  by  the  invio¬ 
lable  Promife  of  God  :  about  which,  I  fuppofe,  he  will 
have  few  or  none  to  contend  with  him.  But  he  feems  jo-. 
norant  (tho’  fufficient  Intimations  were  given  in  the  Dia¬ 
logue,  which  he  himfelf  has  taken  Notice  of)  that  theCo- 
venant  in  the  prefent  Debate  is  to  be  confider’d  withRe- 
fpebl  to  its  external  Adminiftration,  by  the  Ordinances 
in  the  vifible  Church,  according  to  which  only  we  can 
judge,  of  any  Man’s  Right  in  the  Covenant, or  of  hisFor- 
fejture  of  it.  Had  Dr.  Gill  well  ftudied  the  ScriptureDoc- 
trine  of  the  Covenant,  before  he  had  attach’d  himfelf  to 
certain  Schemes,  perhaps  the  Notion,  which  the  Writer 
of  the  Dialogue  had  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  would  not 
have  appear’d  lb  firange  a  Notion  to  him,  as  heTerms  it, 
and  feems  to  wonder  that  upon  his  Principles  (which, by 
the  Way,  he  has  miftaken)  he  could  write  with  any  Suc- 
cefs  againft  the  Arminians  (as  it  feems  he  had  heard,  chat 
he  had)  and  for  my  Part,  I  Ihould  wonder  to  hear  of  any 
Man’s  writing  againft  Arminians  with  Succefs  upon  Anti- 
»0»M««Principles :  ’tis  doing  too  muchHonour  to  the  Ar- 
minians,& giving  too  much  Advantage  to  them, to  confefs, 
that  they  cannot  be  confuted  but  upon  thefe  Principles. 

But  what  is  there  to  be  found  amils  or  defective  in  the 
Principles  of  the  foremention’d  Writer,  that  hinders  his 
writing  with  Propriety,  Strength  &  Succefs  againft  the 
Arminians  ?  Becaufe  (I  imagine)  he  don’t  hold  without 
Author,  that  the  Covenant  of  Grace  was  made  onlv  with 
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the  Ele£f,&  that  asEledt  fromEverlafting, before  they  had 
a  Being  ;  on  which  Principle  only,  he  fuppofes,  theSta* 
bility  of  the  Covenant, the  Perfeverance  of  the  Saints,and 
the  infallible  Certainty  of  the  Salvation  of  the  Eledt  can 
be  defended.  But  the  Principle  itfelf,  I  have  fhewed  in 
Part,  and  fhall  do  it  more  fully  hereafter,  is  unfcriptural 
and  abfurd.  God’s  Covenant  with  his  People,  which  he 
has  reveal’d  to  us  in  his  Y/ordJs  not  only  theRule  of  his 
own  Afts  and  Difpenfations, which  is  ftriftly  &  properly 
nothing  elfe  but  the  eternal  Counfel  of  his  ownWill  *  but 
the  ftatedRule  of  Commerce  between  himfelf  and  his  vi- 
fible  Church,  fhewing  us  what  it  is  he  requires  of  us  in 
order  to  our  pieafing  him,  and  what  Mercies  &  Bleflings 
we  may  expedt  from  him  upon  our  Compliance  with  his 
Terms.  And  fo  the  Covenant, in  the  conditional  Propo¬ 
rtion  and  Difpenfation  of  it  to  Men,  is  in  the  Hand  of  a 
Mediator,  a  wife  &  gracious  Rule  of  moral  Government 
over  them  in  a  State  of  Degeneracy,  who  are  hereby  put 
into  a  State  of  Probation,  being  taken  under  theGovern- 
ment  andDifcipline  of  a  Mediator  in  order  to  their  being 
recover’d  unto  Holinefs  &  Happinefs  ;  by  which  Means 
the  Eled  are  infallibly  bro’t  Home  to  God, and  all  others 
left  inexcufable.  And  what  is  there  in  this  divineEfta- 
blifhment  prejudicial  to  the  Sovereignty  and  Efficacy  of 
divine  Grace  in  the  Calling  and  Converfion  of  the  Elea, 
and  making  their  Salvation  fure  and  infallible,  tho’  the 
gracious  Deiign  of  it  may  be  defeated  by  the  Impiety  of 
others, and  theCovenant  made  of  noneEffedt  as  to  them- 
felves  ?  Can’t  we  fuppofe  the  Hefted  God  to  be  a  free  fo- 
vereign  Benefadtor,  without  laying  afide  his  legiflative 
Authority,  and  ceafing  to  be  a  wife  and  juft  Governour  ? 
Are  thefe  inconfiftent  ?  If  this  were  the  Cafe,  one  would 
think  the  latter  Relation,  of  a  righteousGovernor,  which 
is  natural  and  neceftfary,  muft  take  Place  of  the  foimer, 
that  of  a  fovereign  Benefadtor,  which  is  more  vojuntary 
and  free ;  but  indeed  there  is  no  Manner  of  Inconfiftency 
between  thefe  two  Relations  in  the  Difpenfation  of  the 
Covenant  of  Grace.  Tho’  Faith,  Repentance,  Sandtifica- 
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tion,  and  final  Perfeverance  too,  be  the  EffeCfc  of  God’s 
Grace,  no  lefs  than  Pardon  of  Sin, and  everlafting  Salva¬ 
tion  ;  yet  the  Wifdom  of  God  in  the  Adminiftration  of 
the  Covenant  has  fix’d  this  Order  &  Connexion  between 
thefe  Benefits, that  the  former  fhould  be  theCondition  of 
the  latter,  and  the  latter,  Motives  and  Encouragements 
to  Men’s  Compliance  with  thofe  Conditions  :  that  is  to 
fay,  that  Faith  &  Repentance  (which,  tho’  the  Effects  of 
divine  Grace, are  yet  injoin’d  asMan’s  indifpenfableDuty) 
fhould  be  the  Condition  or  Means  of  obtaining  Pardon 
of  Sin  and  Reconciliation  to  God  ;  and  that  final  Perfe¬ 
verance  in  Grace  (which  is  alfo  Man’s  Duty, as  well  as  the 
Gift  of  Grace)  fhould  be  the  Condition  or  Means  of  ob¬ 
taining  eternal  Salvation  ;  as  is  evident  from  the  whole 
Tenor  of  the  Scripture,  as  well  as  from  the  Reafo'n  of  the 
Thing.  In 'this  Method  of  Difpenfation,  the  Almighty 
keeps  up  his  governing  Authority,  in  the  Injun&ion  of 
Man’s  Duty,  in  a  full  Confidence  with  the  Liberty  and 
Power  of  his  Grace.  So  that  there  is  no  Need  Of  fettine 
afide  a  conditionalCovenant,in  Order  to  maintain  the  fo~ 
vereignEfficacy  of  God’s  Grace  in  Oppofition  to  Ar mini  an 
Tenets. 

Now  let  the  intelligent  Reader  judge  from  thefe  brief 
Hints,  whether  the  condi tionalPropofition  of  theCovenant 
in  the  Adminiftration  of  it  to  Men  (which  is  all  that  need 
be  fuppofed  in  the  Dialogue,  to  found  the  Charge  of 
making  void  the  Covenant  on  Man’s  Part)  be  fo  very 
friendly  to  Arminianifm ,  that  a  Man  cannot  confidently 
therewith  write  with  anyHope  of  Succefs  againft  the  Er¬ 
rors  of  the  Arminians. 

But  I  have  now  finifh’d  what  I  mainly  defigned  upon 
his  fecond  Chapter,  which  was  to  fhew,  that  Men  by  re¬ 
nouncing  their  Baptifm  in  Infancy,  and  embracing  the 
Principles  of  Antiptfdobaptifm->  do  virtually  and  in  Effect 
renounce  the  trueBaptifm  of  Chrift,  and  their  folemn  De¬ 
dication  to  God  therein.  Whence  it  follows.  That  the 
Baptifm  which  they  receive  at  adult  Age,  under  the  No¬ 
tion  of  it’s  being  the  only  true  Baptifm  which  the  Word 

of 


6o 


A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  II. 

ofGod warrants, is  really  but  anOrdinance  ofMen’s  ownln- 
vention,and  not  of  divine  Appointment ;  forGod  has  no 

where  appointed  a  fecondBaptifm, where  thatOrdinaneehas 

been  once  adminiftred  :  and  I  have  alfo  fhewed,  they  are 
juftly  chargeable  with  vacating  the  Covenant,or  of  mak¬ 
ing  void  the  Covenant-Relation  to  the  blefledGod, which 
by  their  early  Baptifm  they  were  vifibly  entred  into  ;and 
have  fully  fhewed,there  is  nothing  of  any  Force  or  Per¬ 
tinency  in  Dr.  Gill’s  Exceptions  under  thefe  two  Heads. 

As  to  the  otherConfequences  of  denying  the  Validity 
of  Infant-Baptifm,  which  he  has  gather’d  from  the  Dia¬ 
logue,  (mention’d  in  the  beginning  of  this  Chapter)  fince 
they  are  but  of  little  Concernment  to  the  Subjeftin 
Difpute,  I  fhall  pafs  them  over  with  fome  brief  Remarks. 
Here  then  let  me  fay  in  general  ; 

Firji,  It  may  be  granted, without  any  Prejudice  or  Ad¬ 
vantage  on  either  Side,  that  thefe  feveral  Confequences 
are  not  all  alike  clear.  For  no  Man  is  able  to  determine 
how  far  theMercy  of  God  may  overlook  theCorruptions 
of  Men  in  the  Matters  of  his  Worfhip  &  Ordinances,  fo 
as,  notwithftanding,  to  continue  his  Prefence  with  his 
Church, even  though  we  fuppofe  thofeCorruptions  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  fuch  aDegree  as  in  human  Conftruftion  to  nullify 
fome  of  theOrdinances  of  Jefus  Chrift  ;  nor  what  Allow¬ 
ance  he  may  be  pleas’d  to  make  forMen’s  Ignorance,  In¬ 
firmities,  Miftakes&  Prejudices,  by  Means  whereof  fuch 
Corruptions  may  have  crept  into  the  Church.  Nor  do  I 
think  it  reafonable,  to  admit,  that  the  Corruptions  of  the 
preceedingGenerations  fhould  put  it  out  of  the  Power  of 
the  prefent  Generation,  if  better  enlightned,  to  oblerve 
any  of  the  Laws,  or  Ordinances  of  Jefus  Chrift.  Yet, 

Secondly ,  ThefeConfequences  prefs  much  harder  on  the 
Antiptcdobaptijls ,  and  by  their  Principles  they  lie  under 
greater  Difadvantages  for  denying  them,  than  the  P<edo- 
baptifts.  For  they  make  a  Defedt  in  a  Circumftance  to 
nullify  thewhole  Inftitution  in  theCafe  of  Infant-Baptifm; 
for  if  Baptifm  adminiftred  to  Infants  be  a  Nullity  (as  they 
fay)  tho’  all  the  other  efiential  Requilites  of  Baptifm  be 

obferv’d. 
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obferv’d,then  theNullity  of  Infant-Baptifm  mud  be  ow¬ 
ing  to  a  Failure  in  the  Age  of  thePerfon  baptized,  which 
is  but  circumftantial,as  I  before  proved  ;  and  if  the  want 
of  a  proper  and  fit  Age  in  the  Perfon  to  be  baptiz’d  be 
of  fo  great  Moment,  as  to  nullify  the  whole  Ordinance  fo 
adminiftred,  much  more  muft  the  Want  of  Baptifm  and 
Authority  to  baptize, in  the  Adminiftrator,  do  it  :  for  an 
authorized  Adminiftrator  is  more  eflential  to  the  Ordi¬ 
nance,  than  the  fitnefs  of  the  Age  of  the  Party  to  whom 
it  is  adminiftred.  ForChrift  has  determined  nothing  of  the 
latter  in  the  Inftitution,  but  he  has  ordained  the  former 
in  the  Commifllon  given  to  his  Apoftles  and  Minifters  to 
teach  and  baptize.  Math.  28.19.  A  Commiffion  given 
to  fome  for  any  lpecial  Service,  or  Miniftry,  is  a  virtual 
Exclufion  or  Prohibition  to  all  others  from  engaging  in. 
it.  In  the  civil  State,  lawful  Authority  is  requifite  to  the 
Adminiftration  of  the  Affairs  of  Government,  and  it  is 
agreable  to  the  Will  of  God  that  it  fhould  be  fo  (for  he  is 
the  Author  of  Magiftracy,  and  has  appointed  Order  and 
Subjedion  in  civil  Governments)  and  Ads  of  Office  done 
byPerfons  out  ofOffice,or  thofe  who  have  noCommiffion, 
are  efteemedUfurpations  in  theAgent,  and  null  &  invalid 
in  the  Effed.  And  can  any  Man  perfwade  me  to  believe, 
that  God  is  the  God  of  Order  in  Political  Governments, 
and  not  in  the  Government  of  the  Church  ?  Yea,  much 
more  of  the  Church  (in  the  well  ordering  whereof  his 
Glory  is  more  nearly  interefted)  if  we  will  believe  the 
Apoftle,  1  Cor.  14.  33.  For  God  is  not  the  Author  of  Con~ 
fufion ,  but  of  Peace ,  as  in  all  the  Churches  of  the  Saints . 
If  then  a  lawful  Commiffion  be  neceflary  to  the  Validity 
of  Baptifm,  how  inconfiftent  is  it  with  the  Principles  of 
the  Antipsedobaptifts,  to  plead  (as  our  Author  does)  that 
Baptifm  may  in  fome  Cafes  be  good,  and  valid,  that  is 
adminiftred  by  an  unbaptized  Perfon, who  has  no  Com¬ 
miffion  ;  while  in  no  Cafe  they  will  allow  the  Validity  of 
the  Baptifm  of  Infants  ?  Tho’  in  the  former  Cafe  there  is 
an  effentialDefed  in  theAdminiftration  of  theOrdinance, 
3nd  if  there  be  a  Deled  in  the  latter,  as  they  fuppofe,  it 
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muft  be  but  in  the  Circumftance  of  Time,  or  Age,  and 
that  undetermined  in  the  Inftitution.  Wherefore  to  have 
been  felf- confident  &  impartial,  they  muft  (by  theirPrin- 
ciple,that  a  Defeft  in  theAdminiftration  of  the  Ordinance 
nullifies  the  whole  Aftion)  have  at  lead  equally  rejedted 
Baptifm  in  both  Cafes  as  unlawful  and  invalid.  ’Tis  then 
unreafonable  StifFnefs  in  denying  the  Validity  of  Infant- 
Baptifm,  that  has  put  them  on  this  Inconvenience.  For 
fince  it  appears  (and  it  cannot  fairly  be  deny’d  by  our 
Adverfaries)  that  no  other  than  P<sdobaptifm  obtain’d  in 
the  Univerfal  Church  for  feveral  Ages,  the  Antiptedobap - 
tijis  therefore,  at  their  firft  Rife,  muft  receive  their  Bap¬ 
tifm  at  the  Hands  of  thofe  whom  they  efteem  unbaptized 
Perfons.  But  if  this  firft  Baptifm  fo  receiv’d  be  invalid, 
all  the  fubfequent  Baptifms  thence  to  this  Day  muft  be 
rejected  as  invali’d  too.  Therefore  (it  feems)  it  muft  be 
affirmed,  that  in  fome  Cafes  (of  the  Finnefs  and  Neceffity 
whereof  every  one  will  be  ajudge)  Baptifm  may  be  good, 
that  is  adminiftred  by  one  who  is  himfelf  unbaptiz’d, and 
unauthoriz’d.  Whereas, if  they  could  have  mollified  their 
Opinion  of  Infant-Baptifm,and  own’d  it  to  have  been  for 
the  Subftance  valid, tho’  in  fomeThings  defe&ive  ;  how¬ 
ever  miftaken  herein,  yet  they  might  have  avoided  this 
Inconvenience  and  Abfurdity. 

Thirdly,  The  Prefence  of  Chrift  is  fo  necefiary  to  his 
Church  on  Earth,  that  the  very  Being  of  it  depends  on 
hisPrefence  with  us  inWay  of  fpiritual  Communion  ;  fo 
that  if  he  has  totally  withdrawn  his  Prefence,  it  will  fol¬ 
low, that  he  has  no  more  any  Church  in  theWorld  at  this 
Day.  And  fince  there  is  fuch  a  Connexion  (as  the  Scrip¬ 
ture  declares)  between  thePrefence  of  Chrift  with  hisPeo- 
ple,  and  the  due  Adminiftration  and  Obfervation  of  his 
Laws  and  Inftitutions  in  his  Church,  as  the  outward  and 
ordinary  Means  of  Communion  with  them,  they  that 
admit  the  Suppofition  that  thefe  have  failed  in  any  Age, 
will  have  a  hard  Tafk  to  prove,  confidently  therewith, 
that  Chrift  has  made  good  the  Promife  of  his  Prefence 
with. his  Church  and  Miniftcrs ;  or 4hat  there  has  been 
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a  continued  Succeffion  of  theChurch  of  Chrifi:  to  thisDay. 
Therefore  let  me  add, 

Fourthly ,  This  Suppofition  is  upon  noTerms  to  be  ad- 
mitted,that  any  of  theLaws  or  Inftitutions  of  Chrifi:  have 
ceafed,  or  been  annulled.  For  it  is  an  abfolute  Contra¬ 
diction  to  what  is  fo  plainly  and  fully  afierted  in  Scrip¬ 
ture  concerning  thePerpetuity  of  the  Priefthood,  &  King¬ 
dom  of  Jefus  Chrifi:,  and  of  the  Laws  and  Ordinances  of 
the  New-Teftament  :  and  whatever  Opinion  makes  this* 
Suppofition  necefifary  for  its  Support,  that  any  of  theOr- 
dinances  of  JefusChrift  havefailed  in  theUniverfalChurch 
for  any  one  Age,  much  more  for  feveral  Ages  together ; 
in  that  veryThing  it  gives  Ground  of  juft  Prejudice  to  all 
Chriftians  againft  thatOpinion,and  it  ought  to  be  rejected 
as  abfurd,  and  inconfiftent  with  the  Scripture-DoCtrine  of 
the  immutable  and  perpetual  Exercife  &  Adminiftracion 
of  the  Priefthood  &  Government  of  Chrifi:  by  the  Laws 
and  Inftitutions  which  he  has  enaCted  in  the  Gofpel,  and 
with  the  Promife  of  his  continued  Prefence  with  his  Mi- 
nifters  and  Churches  in  the  Obfervance  of  them  ’till  his 
fecond  Coming.  And  whether  this  may  not  be  juftly  faid 
of  the  Opinion  of  our  Antipadobaptijis ,  we  Ihall  fee  in  the 
Sequel.  In  the  mean  Time,  I  fhall  briefly  confider  what 
:>ur  Author  has  to  fay  upon  thofe  Teveral  Heads  of  the. 
:hree  laft  Confequences  referred  to. 

Under  the  third  Head  he  fays,  Pag.  10.  “  that  upon  the 
c  Principle  of  adult  Baptifm,  as  neceffary  to  the  Com- 
c  munion  of  Churches,it  follows, that  no  unbaptiz’dPer- 
c  fon  is  regularly  called  to  the  Preaching  of  the  Word 
•  and  Adminiftration  of  Ordinances, or  can  be  a  regular 
c  Communicant yet  in  the  fame  Page  he  fays,  “  that 
c  theWord  may  be  truly  preached,  and  the  Ordinance  of 
c  the  Lord’s-Supper  duly  adminiftred  by  an  irregular 
c  Man53  (i.  e.  a  Man  unbaptiz’d, who  has  noCall  orCorn- 
niffionj  “  and  may  be  made  ufeful  for  Converfion,  and 

Comfort.”  What  is  this  but  to  fay, that  tho5  intheCom- 
nunion  of  the  vifible  Church,  it  is,  upon  the  Principle  of 
dult  Bspriftn,  unwarrantable,  and  unlawful  for  any  un- 

baptized, 


64  '  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  II. 

baptized  Perfon  to  preach  the  Word,  or  admlnifter  the 
Ordinances,  yet  out  of  the  vifible  Church  it  may  be  done 
by  Perfons  fo  unqualified,  and  that  to  favingAdvantage  ? 
And  fo  that  which  has  been  hitherto  maintain’d  by  all Pro- 
tejlants,aga\nft  the  Romanics, to  be  the  Note,  or  Mark  of 
a  true  vifible  Church,  namely,  the  found  Preaching  of  the 
Word, and  dueAdminiftration  of  the  Sacraments,  accord¬ 
ing  to  our  Author,  is  not  proper  or  peculiar  to  it  ;  for  it 
may  belong  to  other  Societies  without  the  Church.  But 
how  can  the  Lord’s-Supper  be  faid  to  be  duly  adminiftred 
by  an  irregular  Man ,  i.  e.  by  an  unbaptized  Man, and  that 
to  unbaptiz’d  Receivers  ?  And  that  this  is  his  Meaning, 
is  evident  from  the  Tenor  of  his  Reafoning  againft  the 
Dialogue.  And  if  that  may  be  called  a  dueAdminiftration 
of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  where  both  the  Adminiftrator  and 
Receivers  are  irregular,  being  unbaptiz’d,  I  know  not 
when  it  may  be  faid  to  be  unduly  and  irregularly  admi¬ 
niftred.  I  grant,  that  “  theUfe  andEfficacy  of  the  Word 
“  and  Ordinances  do  not  depend  on  the  Minifter,  but 
“  uponGoo  hinafelf,”  and  therefore  not  upon  the  internal 
Character  of  the  Adminiftrator,  who  may  be  at  Heart 
a  wicked  Man,  but  upon  the  Bleflingof  God  on  his  own 
Ordinances  but  then  he  muft  have  a  Call  and  Ordina- 
tk>n  from  God  to  thatMiniftration  ;  otherwife  the  Sacra¬ 
ments  can’t  be  properly  called  the  Ordinances  of  Godwin 
the  Hands  of  one  who  takes  upon  him  to  be  theAdmini- 
ftrator  of  them,  who  is  himfelf  unordained,  and  uncalled 
of  God  ;  nor  can  his  Bleffing  be  rationally  expefted  to 
attend  them. 

He  fays,  ibid.  cc  God  can  and  does  foinetimes  make 
“  ufe  of  his  own  Word  for  Converfion,  tho*  preach’d  by 
c:  an  irregular  &  even  an  immoral  Man” — Anfw.  The 
Fa<5t  is  not  fo  clear  as  to  be  taken  for  granted,  but  re¬ 
quires  Proof,  as  that  which  may  be  juftly  queftioned. 
But  whatGod  may  or  can  do,  out  of  his  fovereign  Prero¬ 
gative's  no  Rule  to  us,  but  what  we  haveWarrant  from 
his  Word  to  deoend  on  that  he  will  do  *,  and  if  we  will 
be  guided  by  that  Rule  of  judgment,  we  fhall  fee  little 
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or  no  Reafon  to  exped  any  faving  Advantage  from  the 
Miniftry  of  thofe  that  have  no  Call  or  Commiffion  from 
God, who  faith  of  the  Prophets  in  Ifrael, which  ran  before 
they  were  fent,  Jer.  23.  2  r,  32.  I fentthem  not ,  nor  com¬ 
manded  them,  therefore  they  Jhall  not  -profit  this  People  at  all. 

Under  the  fourthHead  of  Confequenees,  he  fays,  P.  1 1. 
“  ThePeriod  of  Time  pitched  upon  for  thePrevalence  of 
“  Infant-Baptifm,  is  very  unhappy  for  the  Credit  of  ir, 
“  both  as  to  the  Beginning  and  End  ;  as  to  the  Bemn- 
ning  of  it,  in  the  fourth  Century,  a  Period  in  which 
Corruption  in  Doftrine  and  Difcipline  flowed  into  the 
“  Church.”—  But  hold  here.  Sir,  —  Who  is  it,  I  pray, 
that  has  pitched  on  this  Period  of  Time  for  the  Rife  or 
Prevalence  of  Infant-Baptifm  ?  Not  theAuthor  of  th  eDia- 
logue,  nor  any  other  of  thePadohaptiifs,vtho  all  aflrgn  the 
Term  of  its  Commencement  to  the  Age  of  Chrift  and  his 
Apoftles,  and  that  Author  particularly  had  very  plainlv 
exprelfed  his  Sentiments  to  this  Purpofe  ;  Dial.  Pam  8. 
Only  for -the  betterConvidion  of  thePariihioner  he  \kaves 
it,  and  infills  only  on  an  Argument  from  the  Concefiion 
of  his  Adverfaries,  who  mollly  agree,  that  Infant-Baptifm 
began  to  be  a  general  Pradice  in  the  Church  about  the 
third  or  fourth  Century.  Now  how  unfair  &  difincenu- 
ous  is  it  in  our  Author,  to  turn  that  to  the  Reproach  and 
Diferedit  of  the  Caufe  cf  the  P<edobaptifis ,  which  is  the 
meer  Conceit  and  Invention  of  his  own  Party,  and  con¬ 
trary  to  the  Sentiments  of  all  the  Padobaptifts  ?  and  tins 
only  becaufe  the  Miniller  in  the  Dialogue  admitted  it  as  a 
Suppoficion,  for  the  Sake  of  what  they  call  anAro-ument; 
ad  hominem  ?  Do  they  make  this  Concefiion,  only  to  up¬ 
braid  and  calumniate  us  ?  Then  they  ought  to  take  Care 
that  theCalumny  be  laid  at  theDoor  of  the  rightAuthors 
and  not  impofe  on  the  Ample  Reader,  as  if  we  allowed  ir’ 
and  own’d  it  to  be  juft.  Our  Author  has  told  us, that  the 
Period  of  Time  pitched  on  for  the  Prevalence  cf  Infant-Bap¬ 
tifm  is  very  unhappy  for  the  Credit  of  it, both  as  10  its  Begin¬ 
ning  and.  End .  And  we  have  heard  fomething  as  to  the 
Beginning  of  it.  But  how  is  it  unhappy  for  the  Credit  of 
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it  as  to  itsEnd  ?  Of  this  he  fpeaks  but  fparingly  :  but  it 
ran  in  his  Thoughts  (it  feems)  that  it  ended  with  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  Reformation,  (for  between  the  fourthCen- 
tury,  and  thatTime  comes  in  thePericd  which  he  affigns 
for  the  Darknefs  and  Superftinon  of  Popery.)  But  herein 
he  is  greatly  miftaken  *,  for  tho5  theBeginning  of  thePre- 
valence  of  the  Seft  of  the  dnabaptiAs^  and  divers  other 
Sedts,  may  be  dated  about  the  Time  of  the  Reformation, 
yet  Ptfdobaptifm  ftill  prevailed,  and  all  the  Reformers 
were  in  the  Practice  of  it,  and  many  of  them  afierted  and 
defended  it  in  their  Deputations  &  Writings,  againft  its 
Adverfaries.  And  there  never  was,  nor  is  there  at  this 
Day,  any  nationalChurch  in  the  World  butPaedobaptifts, 
either  among  the  Greeks,  the  Roman-Catholicks,  or  the 
Reformed,  as  Dr.  Watt  has  proved  at  large,  f  And  that 
all  that  go  under  the  Chriftian  Name  in  Afia  &  Africa , 
as  far  as  they  may  be  called  nationalCduirches,under/Atf- 
thkn  and  Mahometan  Powers  \  the  Armenians ,  Maronites , 
the  Chriftians  of  St.  Thomas  in  the  Indies ,  the  Cophti  of 
Egypt ,  and  the  Abajfenes,  do  all  pradtife  Infant-Baptifm  : 
and  that  Antipsedobaptifm  never  obtain’d  to  be  the  efta- 
blifli’d  Religion  of  any  Country  in  the  World  :  but  thofe 
that  profefs  it  are  a  Seed,  that  differ  from  the  Body  of 
Chriftians  in  all  Countries  where  they  refide.  And  I  am 
on  good  Grounds  perfwaded,thatPmdobaptifm  will  never 
have  an  End  till  the  End  of  Time  ;  but  that  it  will  ftill 
prevail,  as  the  inftituted  Means  of  the  Continuance  and 
Propagation  of  the  vifible  Church  of  Chriff,  as  long  asT 
he  hath  a  Church  in  theWorld  •,  which  the  Principles  of 
the  Antipasdobaptifts  have  a  manifeft  Tendency  to  ob- 
ltrudt,  by  cutting  off  the  ^pcceffion  of  a  vifible  Seed  in  the 
natural  Branches.  And  if  the  Term  affign’d  by  our  Ad- 
verfares  for  the  Beginning  of  the  Prevalence  of  Infant- 
Baptifm,  be  unhappy  for  itsCredit  in  the  fourthCentury, 
when  Corruption  flowed  into  the  Church  •,  furely  it  is  not 
much  more  happy  for  the  Credit  of  Antipasdobaptifm, 
(tho’  it  fell  out  about  theTime  of  theReformation, begun 
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by  Luther, Anno  Domini  1517.  or  rather  five,  orfixYears 
after  it)  that  it  had  its  Beginning  and  Prevalence  under 
the  Conduit  of  fuch  a  Sort  of  Men,  who  are  known  and 
confefs’d  to  be  theBlemifh  &Scandal  of  the  Reformation, 
and  the  greateft  Obftacle  to  the  Progrefs  of  that  glorious 
Work  ;  and  by  their  wild  Opinions  and  Practices,  threw 
Germany  into  a  Tumult.  And  I’m  confident,  Dr.  GY// has 
no  Opinion  of  any  Reputation  gain’d  to  his  Caufe  from 
thatEvent ;  by  the  fame  Token, that  he  takes  it  as  a  Re¬ 
proach  to  be  told  of  the  Affair  of  MunAer  in  ourDifputes 
with  them.  And  I  own  it  a  Reproach  unjuftly  caff  upon 
our  prefent  Antipredobaptifts  (which  therefore  I  wou’d 
conftantly  refrain  from)  to  tax  them  with  the  other  perni¬ 
cious  Principles,  and  Praitices  of  the  Old  German  Ana- 
baptifts,  which  they  profeffedly  renounce,  and  abhor, and 
while  they  do  fo.  And  tho’  it  had  the  Hap  to  be  co¬ 
incident  in  Time  with  theReformation,  for  which  Reafon 
our  Author  and  thole  of  hisPerfuafion  wou’d  have  a  Share 
in  that  glorious  Name,  yet  in  Truth  it  derived  no  more 
Credit  thence,  than  the  d  ares  from  the  V/heat  in  our  Sa¬ 
viour’s  Parable,  becaufe  they  grew  up  together,  much  ac 
the  fameTime,  and  in  the  fame  Field.  It  is  granted,  that 
it  was  not  inconfiftent  with  Chrift’s  Veracity  in  his  pro- 
mifed  Prefence  with  his  Church  &  faithful  Minifters,  to 
permit  Popilh  Abufes  and  Superftitions  to  prevail  in  the 
Church  ;  yet  our 'Author  is  grofsiy  miftaken,  w'hen  he 
infinuates  thatlnfant-Baptifm  was  one  of  tholeAbules  and 
Corruptions.  For  theCorruptions  of  Popery  did  not  con- 
fift  in  aoolifhing  any  plain  Gofpel-Inftitution,  (which  it 
muff  have  done,  according  to^ie  Sentiments  of  our  Ad- 
verfaries,  if  Infant-Baptifm  be  a  Nullity)  but  all  facred 
Ordinances  of  Jefus  Chrift  which  he  appointed  for  Conti¬ 
nuance  in  his  Church, were  by  his  over-rulingProvidence 
preferved,as  to  theirSubftance,in  thofeTimes  of  Apoftacy, 
and  under  the  greateffDarknefs  of  Ignorance  &Superftiti- 
on  in  thatPeriod;  but  theSuperftitions  of  Popery  confifted 
in  the  corrupt  Add  itions,of  Men’sde  vifing,to  the  Inftituti- 
ons  of  Chrift,  and  in  the  mixture  of  human  Inventions, 
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whereby  the  pureWorfhip  and  Ordinances  of  the  Gofpel  | 
were  adulterated  &  extremely  defiled.  And  confequent-  \ 
ly  the  Work  of  the  Reformation  was  not  to  revive  any  ; 
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Ordinance  of  Chrift  that  had  been  loft,  or  was  abolifh’d 
inPopery,  (as  thefe  Men  pretend)  but  to  throw  off  thofe 
corruptAdditions,and  to  purge  theOrdinances  from  thofe 
impure  Mixtures,  by  reducing  them  to  the  Rule  of  the 
"Word,  and  thereby  to  correft  the  Errors  and  Abufes  that 
had  crept  into  the  Worfhip  of  God  ;  and  not  to  fet  up 
any  new  Inftitution,  that  had  been  out  of  Ufe  before. 

He  adds  further,  P  12.  “There  were  Witneffes  for 
adult  Baptifm  in  every  Age,  and  Chrift  had  a  Church 
in  theWildernefs  in  Obfcurity,  at  this  Time-,  namely, 
in  theVallies  of  Piedmont. — Who  bore  theirTeftimony 
againftlnfant-Baptifm.” — He  feems  tohave  amiftaken 
Notion  of  that  prophetickEmblerp  of  a  Woman  flying  into 
the  Wilderntfs ,  Rev.  12.  6.  While  he  appropriates  it  to 
thofe  Chriftians  in  theVallies  of  Piedmont ,  who,  it  is  true, 
witnefs’d  againft  the  Apoftacy  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
But  were  almoft  conftantly  harrals’d  with  Perfecutions 
from  the*Popifh  Party.  Doubtlefs  the  truer  Interpreta¬ 
tion  is,  that  the  Apocalyptical  Writer,  in  theUfe  of  that 
Emblem,  alludes  to  the  Church  of  Ifrael  fled  into  the 
Wildernefs  from  Pharoah  (who  in  prophetick  Scripture 
is  called  the  Dragon)  which  was  a  State  of  Deliverance 
to  the  Church,  and  of  Efcape  from  EgyptiariTyranny  and 
Oppreffion,  and  a  middle  State  between  the  Bondage  of 
Egypt,  and  the  Reft  of  Canaan.  In  Allufion  whereunto, 
the  State  of  the  New  Teftament  Church  is  (inAw.  12.) 
defcrib’d  in  it’s  Deliverance  from  theDragon,or  from  the 
tire  Perfecution  of  the  Heathen  Emperors,  and  its  Refto- 
ration  to  a  State  of  Liberty  and  Peace,  which  was  a  great 
Mercy  to  the  Church,  and  the  Means  of  its  glorious  En¬ 
largement  5  which  yet  was  but  a  middle  State  between 
the  Tyranny  of  the  perfecuting  Heathen  Powers, and  the 
Reft  and  Happinefs  of  the  Kingdom  of  Chrift  when  it 
comes  in  its  full  Power  and  Glory.  But  let  it  fignify  the 
Church  of  .Chrift  in  Obfcurity,  as  it  was  under  theReign 
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of  Popery  ;  tho’  I  apprehend,  in  a  different  Senfe  From 
that  which  is  intended  by  our  Author ;  yet  I  can’t  be  per- 
jfwaded  that  the  Kingdom  of  Chrift,  even  in  the  Height 
of  Antichrift’s  Reign,  was  of  no  greater  Extent  than  the 
Vallies  of  Piedmont :  Since  there  were  many  among  other 
Chriftian  Nations  of  Europe,  who  rofe  in  that  Period  as 
Witneffes  againft  the  Apoftacy  of  the  Church  of  Rome  ; 
as  may  be  feen  inBiffiop  UJher  de  Succeffione  et  Jlatu  Eccle- 
Jiarum,  &c.  and  divers  other  Authors.  But  that  any 
Churches  in  thofe  Vallies  Jucceffively  bore  Peftimony  againft 
Infant-Baptifm ,  is  a  meer  Surmife  of  ourAuthor.that  has 
never  been  prov’d  •,  tho’  leveral  Antiptedobaptift  Writers 
have  attempted  to  prove  it  (as  our  Author  likewife  pre¬ 
tends  to  do)  yet  have  fail’d  in  the  Attempt ;  their  Alle¬ 
gations  from  ancient  Writers  for  thisPurpofe,  have  been 
prov’d  by  their  Anfwerers  to  have  been  either  Mifrepre- 
fentations  of  the  Authors  they  have  cited,  or  nothing  to 
their  Purpofe.  However,  as  if  it  had  been  fully  proved, 
and  that  therefore  the  Antipaedobaptifts  were  the  only 
true  Church,  and  had  engrofs’d  the  gracious  Prefence  of 
Chrift  to  themfelves,  he  concludes  this  Head  thus  ;  “  It 
“  will  lie  upon  thisWriter  and  his  Friends,  to  prove  the 
“  gracious  Prefence  of  Chrift  in  the  Adminiftration  of 
“  Infant  Baptifm.”  Here  he  gives  us  a  Specimen  of  his 
Charity,  in  reprefenting  it  as  a  Thing  that  needed  Proof, 
that  the  Padobaptifts  have  the  Prefence  of  Chrift  with 
them  in  their  Adminiftrations !  When  it  will  ferve  our  Au¬ 
thor’s  Turn,  and  hisCaufe  requires  it,  he  can  eafily  fup- 
pofe,  that  an  irregular  or  even  an  immoral  Man  may  ad- 
minifter  theOrdinances,and  that  to  faving  Advantage  for 
Converfion  and  Comfort.  And  what  does  this  imply, bur. 
the  fpiritual  Prefence  of  Chrift  in  fuch  Adminiftrations  ? 
But  now  it  feems,  it  requires  Proof,  that  a  Paedobaptift 
has  any  Thing  of  the  gracious  Prefence  of  Chrift  in  his 
Adminiftration  of  theOrdinances  !  One  would  think, that 
to  a  charitable  Man,  there  would  need  no  other  Proof  of 
this, than  the  vifible Effects  of  his  fan  dtifying  Grace,  which 
have  appeared  in  many  Thoufands  that  have  receiv’d  no 
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other  Baptifm,  than  that  in  their  Infant-Age.  Had  not 
Chrift  a  Church  in  England^ before  the  Rife  of  the  Antip#- 
dobaptijls  there,which  was  long  fince  theBeginning  of  the 
Reformation  ?  For  in  lefs  than  two  Hundred  Years  ago, 
there  was  not  an  Englifh  Antipaedobaptift  known.  And 
was  not  Chrift  gracioufly  prefent  with  his  Church  then  ? 
Had  not  theMartyrs  who  luffered  inQueen  Mary  sReign, 
the  Prefence  of  Chrift  with  them,  Cranmer ,  Ridley ,  Lati - 
mer 3  Hooper ,  Bradford ,  Philpot ,  thofe  holy  Men,  and  vaft 
Numbers  befides,  who  were  all  Paedobaptifts  ?  The  laft 
mention’d, Philpot ^ a  little  before  hisMartyrdom,boreTef- 
timony  againft  the  Errors  of  the  Anabaptifts  (which 
feemed  then  to  have  got  Footing  in  England,  and  to  have 
been  Matter  of  Debate,  tho’  not  openly  profefs’d  by  any 
Englijhman )  in  a  Letter  he  wrote  to  one  of  his  Fellow-Pri- 
foners.  *  Dp  I  need  to  add  the  numberlefs  Inftances  of 
Children  in  pious  Families,  who  have  been  Subjedts  of 
fandtifying  Impreffions  from  their  early  Childhood,  by 
Means  of  no  other  than  Infant-Baptifm  ?  Or  does  he  re¬ 
quire  it  to  be  prov’d  by  an  Argument  a  Priori  ?  This  is 
done  as  often  as  we  prove,  that  Baptifm  adminiftred  to 
Infants  is  an  Inftitution  of  Chrift,  and  that  it  has  been 
the  Pradtice  of  the  Univerfal  Church  from  the  Days  of 
the  Apoftles.  But  by  what  Argument  he  will  prove  it 
incumbent  on  the  Paedobaptifts  to  prove  the  graciousPre - 
fence  of  Chrijt  with  them ,  &c.  I  know  not ;  unlefs  it  be 
what  Logicians  call  Petitio  Principii>  or  the  begging 
the  Thing  in  Queftion  (and  I  am  fenfible  he  can  by  no 
other  Argument  prove  the  Prefence  of  Chrift,  in  Way  of 
Difcrimination,  with  the  Antipmdobaptifts  in  the  Admi- 
niftration  of  Adult-Baptifm  )  for  unlefs  they  cou’d  prove, 
that  Adult-Baptifm  only  was  thdnftitution  of  Chrift, and 
that  that  only  has  been  in  Ufe  all  along  in  theUniverial 
Church  from  the  Days  of  the  Apoftles,  (which  it  is  im- 
poffible  for  them  to  do)  it  argues  nothing  but  Weaknefs 
andVanity,  join’d  with  an  uncharitable  Spirit,  to  demand 
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of  us  Proof  of  Chrift’s  gracious  Prefence  in  the  Admini- 
ftration  of  Infant-Baptifm. — 

Under  his  fifth  and  laft  Head,  viz.  44  That  upon  the 
44  Principles  ofrejedfinglnfant-Baptifm&iV.  it  is  not  poffi- 
44  ble  there  fhould  be  any  Baptifm  at  all  in  the  World, 
44  either  among  the  Paedobaptifts  or  Antipnedobaptifts,5, 
He  tells  us,  Pa.  13,14.  44  The  Englifh  Antipaedobaptifts 
44  when  they  were  firft  convinced  of  the  Neceffity  of  fet- 
44  ting  a  Reformation  on  Foot  in  this  Matter,  met  toge- 
cc  ther,  and  confulted  about  it :  When  they  had  fome 
44  Difficulties  thrown  in  their  Way  about  a  proper  Ad- 
44  minftrator  to  begin  this  Work,  fome  were  for  fending 
44  Meffengers  to  foreignChurches,who  weretheSuccefiors 
“  of  the  ancient  IValdenfes ,  in  France  andBobemia  ;  and 
44  accordingly  did  fend  over  fome,  who  being  baptized, 
44  returned  &  baptized  others.55  But  whence  he  had  this 
Piece  of  Hiftory,  he  has  not  inform’d  us  :  And  whom  he 
calls  the  Succeffors  of  the  ancient  IValdenfe /,  I  know  not. 
The  Protejlants  \wLuther\  Time,  in  Germany ,  France  and 
Bohemia ,  were  accounted  the  true  Succeffors  of  the  ancient 
W aldenfes  ;  who  were  not  of  theAntipaedobaptift  Perfwa- 
fion,as  fhall  be  (hewn  hereafter.  But.it  looks  pretty  odd, 
that  they  fhould  fend  Abroad  to  procure  a  proper  Admi- 
niftrator  of  Baptifm  according  to  their  Opinion,when  the 
foreign  Antipaedobaptifts  were  ready  enough  to  meet  them 
at  Home  *,  many  of  whom  came  from  Holland  and  the  low 
Countries ,  after  the  Affair  of  Munjler ,  into  England,  before 
any  EngUJhman  profeffed  himfelf  of  their  Opinion  ;  a^nd 
thefe  were  of  two  Sorts,  as  Bp  Burnet  obferves  ;  44  Some 
44  only  objedted  to  the  baptizing  of  Children,  and  the 
44  Manner  of  it  by  Sprinkling, &  not  by  Dipping.  Others 
44  held  many  Opinions  that  had  been  anciently  condemn- 
44  ed  as  Herefiesff'f  So  that  doubtlefs  they  might  have 
found  a  proper  Adminiftrator  in  theirWay,without  fend¬ 
ing  into  foreign  Countries, and  that  before  any  of  th zEng- 
lifh  Nation  had  gone  over  to  that  Sedt.  Vox  Fullerton  Qc- 
cafion  of  his  giving  an  Account  of  a  Congregation  a 

F  4  Dutch 
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f  Abbridg,  of  the  Hid.  of  the  Reform,  Book  IL  P,  84. 
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Dutch  Anabaptifts,  that  were  difcovered  without  Aldgate 
In  London ,  fays,  “  Now  began  th t  Anabaptifts  wonderfully 
toincreafe  in  the  Land,  and  as  we  are  lorry  that  any 
“  Country  Men  fhould  be  feduced  with  this  Opinion,  fo 
“  we  are  glad  that  the  Englijh  were  yet  free  from  that  In- 
<c  feftion.”*  This  was  in  the  1 8th Year  of  Q .Elizabeth 
A,  D.  1575.  Two  of  the  aforemention’dAnabaptifts  that 
were  moftobftinate, being  condemn’d  to  be  burnt,  Mr. Fox, 
the  Martyrologift,  in  a  very  movingLetter  to  the  Queen, 
interceeded  for  the  fparing  their  Lives,  or  that  a  milder 
Punilhment  might  be  inflicted  on  them  than  burning.  In 
the  Letter,which  is  recited  at  large  in  Fuller^ he  calls  them 
Foreigners,  not  Englilhmen  *  and  gives  thanks  to  Chrift. 
that  at  that  Time  he  knew  of  none  among  theEngliJh  accejforf 
cr  addicted  to  this  Madnefs  •,  ||  fo  he  calls  their  Errors* 
And  fo,  it  feems,  the  Forwardnefs  of  this  Se£t  in  coming 
over  to  lpread  their  Tenets  in  England^  might  have  faved 
the  firft  A^/z/^Antipaedobaptifls  the  Labour  andTrouble 
qf  fendingAbroad  for  an  Adminiftrator  of  Baptifm  in  their 
Way.  But  be  this  as  it  will,  our  Author  lays  no  great 
Strefs  upon  it,  but  feems  to  intimate  that  there  were  but 
fome  few  that  took  this  Courfe  ;  the  reft  made  noScruple 
of  receiving  their  firftBaptifm  in  thisWay  fromtheHands 
of  an  unbaptized  Perfon.  And  our  Author  pleads  for 
?he  Lawfulnefs  of  it  in  the  Cafe  of  a  general  Corruption, 
■which  he  fupppofes  to  have  been  the  Cafe  with  Refped  to 
Baptifm  :  Of  this  fomething  hath  been  fpoken  before. 
But  fince  we  admit  no  fuch  Cafe  to  have  happened,  efpe- 
cially  in  fuch  a  Degree  as  to  annul  the  Ordinance  of  Bap¬ 
tifm,  and  have  no  Ground  from  the  Word  of  God  to  be¬ 
lieve  it  ever  will  happen,  and  confequently  no  Directions 
thence,  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done  in  fuch  a  Cafe  ;  We 
therefore  look  upon  it  as  a  rafh  Interpofition  of  Man’s 
Judgment,  to  determine  what  may  lawfully  be  done  in  the 
Cafe  fuppofed.  If  he  had  remembred  and  well  confidered 
Zanchy\ Words  in  Reference  to  the  prefent  Cafe,  which  he 

•  •  recites 

*  Church  Hill.  Book  IX.  P.  104.  |]  7£/V.His  Words  in  his  Latin  Letter 
to  theQuecn  are,  bodie  n  eminent  huie  infant  o'  ojjitum  rLiJ$o* 
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recites  in  the  next  Page,  viz.  “  What  cannot  be  deter- 
<c  mined  by  theWord  of  God,  we  Ihould  not  dare  to  de- 
i6  termine  perhaps  he  had  been  more  modeft,  or  lefs 
confident  in  his  Determinations. 

But  I  mull  here  briefly  animadvert  on  the  Injuftice  he 
has  done  the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue, in  charging  his  Sup- 
pofition  with  an  abfurd  Confequence  it  will  by  no  Means 
admit.  For  he  fays,Pa.  1 5.  46  According  to  this  Man’s 
<c  Train  ofReafoning,  there  never  was,  nor  could  be  any 
iC  valid  Baptifm  in  the  World  ;  for  John  the  firft  Ad- 
w  miniftrator  being  an  unbaptized  Perfon,  the  whole 
“  Succeflionof  Churches  from  that  Time  to  this  Day, 
**  muft  remain  unbaptized.”—  For  that  Writer  had  in 
exprefs  Words  (and  thofe  quoted  by  Dr.  Gill  himfelf,/^. 
13.)  guarded  his  Suppofition  with  an  Exception  or  Li¬ 
mitation,  that  fully  obviates  thisConfequence,to  thisEffed; 
That  in  Cafe  Infant-Baptifm  be  a  Nullity  (it  being  admi- 
niftred  to  the  firft  Antipsdobaptifts  by  thofe  that  had  no 
Other  Baptifm  themfelves)  there  can  be  no  true  Baptifm 
now  in  the  World,  either  among  them,  or  us,  adding  in 
exprefs  Terms,  until  there  he  a  new  Commijfion  from  Heaven 
to  renew  and  re/lore  this  Ordinance .  And  had  not  John 
the  Baptift  a  Commiffion  fromHeaven  ?  The  Baptifm  of 
John  whence  was  it  ?  cf  Heaven,  or  cf  Men  ?  Where 
then  is  the  Juftice  of  the  Reflection  on  this  Man's  Train 
cf  Reafoning  ?  Was  there  ever  an  Antipaffiobaptift,  that 
could  produce  the  likeEvidence  from  Heaven, as  we  have 
for  John's  Miniflry  and  Baptifm  ?  But  the  moft  flagrant 
Inftance  of  Uncharitablenefs  occurs  in  the  clofe  of  that 
Chapter.  Alter  a  long  Citation  foomZanchy,  who  brings 
in  The.  Aquinas  taking  it  upon  him  to  decide  the  Queftion, 
Whether  he  that  was  never  baptized  may  baptize  another  ? 
This  he  determines  in  the  Affirmative,  from  a  Decree  of 
Pope  Nicolaus  (fo  I  perceive  popifh  Authority  is  better 
than  none  at  all,  elfe  Womens  and  Midwives  Bap- 
til  m  had  wanted  Authority. )  And  after  mentioning 
feveral  Cafes  in  which  he  thinks  it  may  be  done  ;  which 
is  difapproved  by  Zctncby ,  for  the  Reafon  before  re¬ 
cited 
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cited,  viz.  What  cannot  he  determined  by  the  Word  of  God, 
wefhould  not  dare  to  determine  — -  He  (i.e.  Zanchy )  puts  a 
Cafe,wheiein  he  is  of  Opinion,  that  the  Determination  is 
more  eafy,  that  it  may  lawfully  be  done.  The  Cafe  is 
this,  “  Suppofing  a  I  urk  in  a  Country  where  he  could 
not  cafily  come  at  Chriftian  Churches,  he  by  reading 
the  New  Teftament  is  favour’d  with  theKnowledge  of 
Chrift,and  with  Faith,  he  teaches  his  Family, and  con- 
“  verts  that  toChrift,and  fo  others  likewife.  The  Quef- 
“  tion  is,  Whether  he  may  baptize  them  whom  he  has 
“  converted  to  Chrift,tho’  he  himfelf  never  was  baptized 
“  with  Water-Baptiim  ?  I  don’t  doubt  but  he  may,  and 
“  on  the  other  Hand,  take  Care  that  he  himfelf  be  bapti- 
“  zed  by  another  of  them  that  were  converted  by  him. 
te  The  Reafon  is,becaufe  he  is  a  Minifter  of  theWord  ex- 

“  traordinarily  raifed  up  by  Chrift” - The  Cafe  here 

fuppos’d,  of  a  Turk  converted  only  by  reading  the  New- 
Teftament  and  converting  others,  was  never,  I  believe,  a 
Cafe  in  Faff,  nor  ever  likely  to  be,  without  fome  extraor¬ 
dinary  Infpiration,  which  virtually  includes  aCommiffion 
fromGod.  AndZancby  feems  to  fuppofe  the  fame, in  calling 
fuch  an  one  aMiniJier  extraordinarily  raifed  up  byChriJt :  and 
fo  there  is  nothing  in  the  Cafe  that  favours  our  Antipte- 
dobaptifts  ;  unlefs  they  pretend  to  an  extraordinary  In¬ 
fpiration  and  Million  (this  indeed  was  pretended  by  fome 
at  their  firftRife  in  Germany, about  twoCenturies  ago)  but  I 
hope  there  are  but  few, at  thisDay,fo  wild  &  frantick,  as  to 
appear  to  juftify  fuch  Enthufiaftick  Pretenfions.  And  yet 
evenintheAge  of  Infpiration,the£/A'r>p^»Eunuchwasnot 
converted  by  reading  the  Scriptures, but  by  Philip,  direc¬ 
ted  to  him  by  the  extraordinary  Miniftry  of  an  Angel  to 
guide  him  to  a  right  Underftanding  of  what  he  read,  and 
to  preach  Jefus  to  him,  and  fo  to  baptize  him  upon 
the  Profeffion  of  his  Faith.  Act.  8.  However,  admit  the 
Suppofition,  for  Argument  fake  ;  what  does  our  Author 
colled  hence  ?  Take  it  in  his  own  Words,  P.  17.  “  The 
“  Reafon  Zanchy  gives,  will,  I  think,  hold  good,  in  the 
“  Cafe  of  the  fir  ft  Antipaedobaptifis  in  England.”  The  Rea¬ 
fon 
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fon  which  Zanchy  gives, is,that  the  Perfon,in  the  Cafe  fup- 
pofed,  living  among  Mahometans ,  could  have  no  Accefs 
to  Chriftian  Churches  and  Minifters  for  the  Ordinance  of 
Baptifm,  as  well  as  that  he  is  himfelf  a  Minifter  extraor 
dinarily  raifed  up  by  Chrift .  And  will  either  of  thefe  hold 
good  in  the  Cafe  of  t\\Q^ix^iAntipoedobaptiftsm  a  Chriftian 
Nation, w7here  all  agree  in  the  Profeflion  of  Faith  &  Sub* 
jedtion  to  the  fame  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  and  in  the  Symbol 
of  their  Profeflion,  in  one  and  the  fame  Baptifm,  differ¬ 
ing  only  in  the  Age  of  receiving  it,  and  in  the  Mode  of 
Adminiftration  ?  What  is  this  but  to  fay  in  plainEnglifh, 
As  good  receive  Baptifm  at  the  Hands  of  one  who  is  a 
Believer  mMahomet^s  of  aPaedobaptift ;  and  theReafons 
that  juftify  the  Refufal  of  the  former, as  an  Adminiftrator, 
will  hold  good  with  Refpedt  to  the  latter  ?  Thus  our 
Author  concludes  this  Chapter,  in  great  Charity  (no 
Doubt)  to  the  reft  of  his  fellow  Chriftians  ;  if  any  fuch 
there  be,  who  are  not  of  his  own  Perfuafion. 

There  are  many  Errors  in  Matters  of  Religion,  which 
yet  are  confiftent  with  a  good  Temper  of  Mind,  with 
Humility,  Meeknefs  and  Love,  and  with  all  the  other 
Graces  of  the  Spirit,  which  frame  theHeart  for  Chriftian 
Communion,  even  with  thofe  that  are  not  in  every  Parti¬ 
cular  of  our  own  Perfuafion  ;  and  while  they  are  but  Er¬ 
rors  of  Judgment,  not  joined  with  an  obftinate  Will, and 
perverfe  Affeftions,  and  Men  are  open  to  divine  Light, 
and  ready  to  admit  the  Evidences  of  Truth,  as  foon  as 
they  difcern  them,  it  is  to  be  believed,  that  God,  inCom- 
pafiion  to  the  frail  and  fallible  Mind  of  Man,  will  gra- 
cioufly  overlook  them.  Or  elfe  Wo  to  the  beft  Man  liv¬ 
ing  who  knows  but  in  Part,  and  confequently  muft  be  lia¬ 
ble  to  Error.  But  it  is  a  particular  Inftance  of  the  Un- 
happinefs  of  the  Antipmdobaptift  Opinions,  that  thofe 
who  embrace  them  in  all  their  rigid  Notions,  are  made 
therewith  to  imbibe  uncharitable  Prejudices  againft  all 
other  Chriftian  Churches  and  Profeffors,  and  to  difown 
their  vifibleCommunion, and  even  theirChriftianity  itfelf, 
confining, in Effebt, that  honourable  and  worthy  Name  to 
thofe  of  their  own  Sect.  CHAP. 
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Chap.  III. 

The  Antiquity  of  the  Practice  of  baptizing 
Infants,  even  from  the  Days  of  the 
Apoflles,  maintain’d  againft  Dr.  GUP s 
Exceptions. 

###HEN  there  appears  good  Scripture- Warrant  for 
t^ie  Baptifm  of  Chriftian  Infants,  it  is  but  of 
ftnall  Confequence,  to  one  whofe  Mind  is  fet- 
a  •«>  tjecJ  jn  a  grm  gepef  Gf  divine  Revelation,  and 
in  a  fixed  Purpofe  to  govern  himfelf  by  that  Revelation 
in  all  Matters  of  religiousPraftice, whether  or  no  theCaufe 
of  Infant-Baptifm  may  receive  any  additional  Enforce¬ 
ment  from  human  Authority,  or  thePradlice  ofAntiquiry  : 
Yet  of  fome  Confequence  it  is  to  know  howMatters  flood 
in  theChriftian  Church, efpecially  in  the  primitive  Times, 
with  Reference  to  this  Pradlice.  For, 

i.  If  it  be  found  thatAdult-Baptifm  only  was  pradlis’d 
in  the  primitive  Church,  and  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  was 
generally  in  Difufe  ;  we  muft  conclude  either, Firfi,  That 
the  primitive  Chriftians  liv’d  in  the  Omiffion  of  a  clear 
and  plain  Duty.  Which  Suppofition  is  unreafonab!e,  as 
well  as  uncharitable  *,  for  thofeChriftians  had  theApoftles, 
and  apoftolical  Men  for  their  Guides  in  the  Obfervance 
of  theOrdinances  of  divine  Worfhip  ;  and  have  been  had 
in  Reputation  with  the  Church  in  all  fucceedingAges  for 
their  Piety  and  Purity  :  The  Infant- Age  of  the  Church 
being,  doubtlefs,  theAge  of  its  greateft  Innocence  &  free¬ 
dom  from  Corruption.  Or  Secondly ,  We  muft  conclude, 
that  thofe  Texts  of  Scripture,  on  which  we  ground  the 
Practice  of  Infant  Baptifm, were  differently  underftood  by 
the  ancient  Fathers,  to  whom  they  did  not  appear  to  be 
jo  clear  a  Warrant  for  this  Practice, as  to  us  they  feem  to 

be.  Could  this  be  made  to  appear,  it  fhould  put  us  upon 
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^  more  narrow  and  clofe  Examination  of  the  Grounds  of 
our  Practice,  in  order  to  a  juftDetermination  of  theSenfe 
of  thofe  Texts,  which  we  take  for  our  Warrant,  that  we 
might  know  whofe  Interpretation  is  moft  agreable  there¬ 
unto.  This  is  that  which  our  Antipaedobaptifts  wou’d 
have  to  be  the  real  State  of  theCafe,  that  Infant-Baptifm 
was  not  in  ufe  in  the  primitiveChurch,but  was  of  a  much 
later  Date.  And  if  this  could  be  once  proved, they  would 
gain  much  to  their  Caufe.  But  on  the  other  Hand, 

2.  If  it  appears,  as  far  as  can  be  known  from  the  Re¬ 
cords  of  Antiquity,  that  the  baptizing  of  Infants  was  the 
conflant  and  general  Practice  of  the  Church  from  the 
ApoftlesTimes,  we  muft  undoubtedly  conclude, that  they 
founded  it  on  the  Authority  of  divinelnftitution;  &  then  it 
will  alfo  follow, that  admitting  theGrounds  of  our  Practice 
(which  we  produce  from  Scripture)  to  be  doubtful,  or  not 
fo  clear  as  we  pretend  ’em  to  be,  which  fome  aver  ( and 
what  is  there  fo  clearly  deliver’d  in  Scripture,  which  the 
reftlefsWits  of  Men  influenc’d  byPride,Prejudice,  Party- 
Zeal,  and  a  Spirit  of  Contradiction,  have  not  call’d  in 
Queftion,  andftudied  to  render  doubtful  ?)  We  muft  be 
fettled  and  determined  inFavour  of  Infant-Baptifm.  For 
the  conftant  Practice  of  the  Univerfal  Church  fhould  in 
allReafon  be  allowed  to  be  the  beft  Interpreter  of  a  doubt- 
fulLaw.  And  how  far  theP^edobaptifts  have  thisDecifion 
of  the‘Ancients  in  their  Favour,  will  appear  from  what 
follows. 

But  if  after  all  our  Search,  Antiquity  be  found  filent  on 
:hisHead,  fo  that  no  Argument  can  be  produced  for, 
or  againft  Infant-Baptifm,  from  the  antient  Writings  of 
the  Church,  we  are  then  juft  where  we  were  before,  and 
muft  reft  content  with  the  foie  Authority  of  the  facred 
Scriptures,  which  is  fufflcient  to  us.  In  the  mean  Time, 
dds  may  undeniably  be  pleaded  in  our  Favour,  that  fo 
ar  as  we  can  with  Certainty  trace  the  Practice  of  theUni- 
ferfal  Church  in  Reference  to  Infant-Baptifm,  which,  by 
heConfeflion  of  ourAdverfaries,is  as  far  as  tothe  third,  or 
onrtk  Century,  we  have  it  intirely,  and  without  Difputc 

on 
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on  our  Side.  They  contend,  indeed,  for  an  Exception  df 
an  handful  of  Men  comparatively,  in  fomeAges  paft,but 
upon  no  certainGrounds,  till  the  Secft  of  the  Anabaptifts 
arofe  in  Gevneayiy  about  the  i  ime  of  the  Reformation. 

.  The  Scriptural  Grounds  of  the  Adminiftrati on  of  Rap- 
tifm  to  Chriftian  Infants  will  be  produc’d,  and  vindicated 
in  the  two  next  Chapters.  But  the  Minifter  in  the  Dia¬ 
logue  having  drop’d  thefe  few  Hints,  incidentally,  and 
by  the  by,  without  pretending  to  infift  on  them,  viz. 

1.  46  That  Infant-Baptifm  conftantly  obtain’d  in 
<c  the  truly  primitive  Church  :  And  that  there  is  un- 
“  doubted  Evidence  of  this  from  the  antient  Fathers.” 

2.  44  That  it  can’t  be  pretended, that  this  Practice  was 
cc  called  in  Queftion,  or  made  Matter  of  Debate  in  the 
44  Church,  till  the  Madmen  of  Munfier — fet  themfelves 
44  againft  it.”  And  particularly,  3.  44  That  the  antient 
44  V/aldenfes  being  in  the  conftant  Praftice  of  Adult- Bap- 
44  tifm,  is  a  chimerical  Imagination, and  to  be  rejected  as 
44  a  groundlefsFigment.”  Dial.  P.  7,  9.  Thefe  fewHints 
have  furnifh’d  out  Matter  to  our  Author  for  his  third 
Chapter,  on  which  I  am  now  to  make  fome  Remarks. 
To  proceed  then  with  our  Author,  according  to  the 
Method  and  Order  of  the  foremention’d  Heads  — 

1.  “Thatlnfant-Baptifm  conftantly  obtained  in  thetru- 
44  ly  primitiveChurch.”  Dr.Gz//,to confute  this Aftertion, 
would  have  44  the  truly  primitiveChurch”  confined  to  the 
Times  of  Chrift  &  hisApoftles,  including  only  theChurch 
of  the  firftCentury,  (But  why  may  not  the  Church  of  the 
fecond,  and  third  Century  too  be  truly  primitive  ?  or  at 
what  Year  will  he  fix  the  Bounds,  after  which  theChurch 
ceafed  to  be  truly  primitive  ?)  And  then  infifts  upon  the 
old  triteObjedlion  from  theSilence  of  Scripture  •,  and  hav¬ 
ing  produced  the  feveral  Inftances  of  Adult- Baptilm  re¬ 
corded  in  the  New-Teftament,  where  there  is  no  mention 
of  Infants,  would  have  us  thence  conclude,  that  none  fuel* 
were  baptized  *,  at  leaft,  that  there  is  no  Evidence,  that 
they  were.  Firfi .  He  alledges  the  Inftance  of  thofe  who 

were  baptized  by  our  Lord,  i,  e.  by  the  Miniftry  of  his 

Dil'ciples, 
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Difciples,  Joh.  4.  1,2.  But  left  we  Ihould  think  there 
were  any  Infants  among  them,  he  is  careful  to  note,  they 
were  “firft  madeDifciples — and  then  baptized” — Which 
we  readily  grant,  but  deny  that  it  concludes  any  Thin" 
againft  Infants  being  baptized.  But  of  this  more  hereafter. 
Secondly,  He  proceeds  to  a  large  Recital  of  the  Baptifms 
adminifter’d  in  the  feveral  Churches,  as  recorded  in  the 
A5ls  of  the  Apoftles  ;  particularly  in  the  Church  at  Jerufa- 
lem, to  the  threeThoufands  converted  at  Pentecoft  •,  in  the 
Churches  at  Samaria,,  Philippi ,  and  Corinth ,  to  thofe  of 
Adult  Age,  who  are  laid  to  have  heard  and  believed,  and 
to  be  baptized.  And  is  particularly  concern’d,  under  each 
Inftance,  to  put  his  Reader  in  Mind,  that  there  is  no 
Mention,  or  Intimation  of  any  Infants  that  were  baptized. 
P.  1 8,  i  p,  20.  But  what  of  all  this  ?  DoesDr.  dll  think, 
that  thePaedobaptifts  have  never  read  theNewTeftament, 
or  the  A61s  of  the  Apoftles,  with  Attention  and  Care  ? 
Or  that  he  advances  any  Thing  new, or  ftrange  to  them, 
for  their  Convidlion,  which  they  never  took  Notice  of 
before  ?  They  well  knew  all  this,  that  the  facred  Hifto- 
rian  gives  anAccount  only  of  the  Baptifms  of  theAdult, 
and  makes  no  exprefs  mention  of  Infants  baptiz’d,  and 
need  not  this  particular,  and  long  Recital  for  their  Infor¬ 
mation  orConviction.  This  is  indeed  a  Topick  on  which 
the  Antip^dobaptift  Teachers  make  their  rnoft  plaufible 
Harangues,  and  work  much  upon  the  ignorant  Vulgar 
who  never  obferv’d,  or  confider’d  this  before,  that°the 
many  Inftances  of  Baptifm  mention’d  in  the  New-Tefta- 
ment,  are  4II  of  adult  Baptifm,  and  not  one  fing'e  Verfe 
mentions  the  Baptifm  of  Infants.  Surely  (think  they) 
thefe  Men  muft  have  theTruth  on  their  Side,  who  adhere 
fo  ciofeiy  to  the  exprefsWord  of  God.  Yet  to  the  more 
intelligent,  tis  all  but  an  empty  Shew,  a  meer  flourifti 
of  Words  5  and  is  of  no  Weight  to  prove  the  Thin" 
defign  d,  either  that  no  Infants  were  baptiz’d  in  thole 
Times, or  that  there  is  no  Evidence  of  it.  For, 

.  1  ^  do  not  place  the  Evidence  of  In- 

ant-Baptifm,  in  the  Hiftory  of  Faff,  or  in  any  exprefs 
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Mention  of  it  in  the  New-Teftament.  No  Man  ever 
pretended  it  *,  and  no  fuch  Thing  is  aflerted  in  the  Dia¬ 
logue  \  but  the  Evidence,  that  Infant-Baptifm  univerfally 
obtained  in  the  primitive  Church,  is  therein  refer’d  to  the 
Teftimony  of  the  ancientFathers  ;  who  do  indeed  atteft  it, 
as  will  appear  under  the  next  Head.  Neverthelefs  there  is 
fa  much  Evidence  from  Scripture  concerning  thisMatter, 
as  to  a  fober  impartial  Mind  .  may  leave  it  a  Thing  paft 
all  reafonable  Doubt,  that  Infants  were  baptized,  even  in 
theApoftlesTimes^  tho*  not  from  any  exprefsDeclarations 
of  Fa6t  therein,  yet  from  divers  other  Confiderations  laid 
together.  E.G.  From  Chrift’s  receiving, and  owning  little 
Children  as  the  Members  of  his  Church, orSubjefts  of  the 
Kingdom  of  God,  which  he  came  to  fet  up,  to  efhablifh 
and  propagate  among  Men  *,  his  ordering  his  Apoftles  to 
admit  little  Children  Difciples,or  Profelytesto  him, which 
is  meant  by  his  faying  to  them  ^Suffer  littleChildren  to  come 
unto  me^  Luk.  18.16.  Which  might  ferve  forDire&ion  to 
the  Apoftles  in  the  Adminiftration  of  Baptifm,  as  to  the 
difputed  Subject  of  it  :  Nor  can  they  in  Reafon&  juftice 
be  fuppofed  to  have  with-held  that  inftituted  Symbol  of 
Admiflion  into  the  vifible  Kingdom  of  God,  from  thofe 
of  whom  Chrift  had  plainly  declared  his  Mind,  that  they 
fhould  be  received  and  own’d  as  the  Subjects  of  it.  Add 
to  this,the  Confideration  of  theRule  which  th €Jews  went 
by,according  to  divine  Appointment,  in  admitting  Pro- 
felytes  into  the  Church  of  Ifraeb,  which  was, to  receive  all 
the  youngChildren  ofprofelyted  Parents, from  eightDays 
old  and  upwards, into  the  Covenant  of  the  God  of  Ifrael , 
together  with  their  Parents, by  the  inftituted  Rite  of  Cir- 
cumcifton.  This  being  the  known  &  eftablifh’dCuftom 
in  the  Jewifh  Nation,  and  that  by  the  Ordinance  of  God, 
(Exod.  12.48,49.)  ferved  alfo  for  a  Rule  to  the  Apoftles, 
in  adminiftring  the  Chriflian  Circumcifion  (as  Baptifm  is 
called,CW.2.n,i2.)  to  .the  young  Children  of  Parents 
profelyted  to  the  New-Teftament  Church.  For  if  the 
Children  of  profelytedParents  hadjbeforeChrift'sComing, 
by  a  divine  Appointment, a  Right  to  God's  Covenant  and 
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the  Seal  thereof,  we  cannot  ( wiihout  derogating  from 
the  Honour  of  Chrift,and  leflening  hisGrace  andKindnefs 
to  Man,  which  he  has  fo  abundantly  manifefted,and  even 
to  little  Children,)  conceive  that  he  came  to  difpoffefs 
Infant-Children  of  this  their  ancientRight,  and  cut  them 
off  from  theCovenant-Mercies  ofGod.  And  confequently, 
it  may  be  fairly  gather’d  from  the  Confideration  of  the 
wholeHoufholds  baptized, of  which  there  is  exprefs  Men¬ 
tion  in  the  New-Teftament,  which  to  a  Jew  (whofeLan- 
guage  is  imitated  by  the  facred  Writers  of  the  New- 
Teftament,  and  for  whole  Ufe  primarily  their  Hiftorical 
Writings  were  intended)  wou’d  leave  no  more  Grounds 
of  doubting,  whether  Infants  in  thofe  feveral  Houfholds 
were  baptiz’d,  than,  if  it  had  been  faid,  that  fuch  aParent, 
or  Mafter,  and  all  that  were  his ,  or  all  his  Houfnold  were 
circumcifed,  it  would  have  been  Matter  of  Doubt  with 
him,  whether  he  had  any  Infants  circumcifed.  Let  me 
only  add  the  Confideration  of  the  Children  of  Believers 
beingaccounted,or  number’damongDi/«p/«(Ad:.  15.10.) 
and  Saints,  or  the  Holy.  (i.Cor.  7.  14.)  Which  are  Titles 
or  Characters  commonly  given  to  the  baptized,  at  lead: 
they  mark  out  fuch  as  are  qualified  for  Baptifm.  I  fay, 
all  thefe  Confiderations  laid  together,  (and  divers  others 
might  be  added)  tho’  they  don’t  amount  to  a  full  con- 
viCtiveEvidence,efpecially  to  aCaviller,yet  to  thofe  whofe 
Minds  are  not  warp’d  with  prejudicateNotions  &  Opini¬ 
ons,  fo  as  to  hinder  their  palling  an  equal  and  impartial 
Judgment,  they  mult  appear  of  fo  much  Weight, at  leaft, 
as  to  render  it  more  than  probable,  that  the  Practice  of' 
baptizing  Infants  obtain’d  in  the  Apoftles  Times.  Such 
Evidence  we  have  in  Scripture  of  the  Probability  of  it ; 
and  if  we  add  hereto  theTeftimony  of  the  Ancients,  this 
will  put  the  Matter  out  of  Queftion.  And  thefe  living 
nearer  the  Age  of  the  Apoftles,  are  reafonably  to  be  ad¬ 
mitted  as  competent  Witnefles,  and  capable  of  giving  us 
a  true  Information  of  what  the  general  Practice  was  in 
that  Age.  And  their  Teftimony  in  Behalf  of  Infant- 
.Baptilm  is,  on  this  Account,  the  more  credible,  in  that 
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it  perfectly  agrees  with  the  Scripture, and  is  no  other  than 
what  a  Man  would  in  Reafon  expeft,  who  has  read,  and 
confider’d  thofe  Paffages  of  Scripture  that  render  it  ex¬ 
ceeding  probable  that  this  Practice  generally  obtain’d  at 
that  Time.  The  Confiderations  I  have  fuggefted  being 
fome  of  the  Scripture- Arguments  which  we  make  ufe  of 
in  the  Defence  of  the  Right  of  Infants  to  Baptifm,  are  in¬ 
deed  excepted  againft  by  our  Adverfaries,  and  by  Dr. 
Gill  in  particular,  which  will  give  me  Occafion  to  fay 
fomething  hereafter  in  Vindication  of  them. 

2.  On  Suppofition  that  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  was  ge¬ 
nerally  pradtis’d  in  the  Apoftles  Times,  there  may  yet  be 
good  Reafons  given,  why  the  facred  Hiflorian  paffes  it 
over  in  Silence  :  Becaufe  the  chief  Subject  and  Scope  of 
his  Writing  were  Matters  of  far  greater  Importance, fuch 
as  the  teftifying  the  Refurredtion  of  Chrift,  his  Afcenfion 
Into  Heaven, the  Defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  the  Sermons 
and  Difcourfes  of  the  Apoftles,  the  Miracles  they  wro’t, 
the  wonderful  Succefs  of  theDoctrine  they  preach’d, their 
Confultations, Travels, Sufferings, the fpreading  oftheGof- 
pel  into  many  Heathen  Countries,  &c.  Thefe  are  great 
Things,  and  of  high  Importance,  that  employ’d  the  Pen 
of  the  infpired  ITiftorian,  that  it  is  no  Wonder  at  all  he 
does  not  defcend  to  fo  minute  a  Particular,  as  the  bap¬ 
tizing  of  Infants  :  confidering  withal,  that  the  Inftances 

O  ,  O' 

of  Baptifm  which  he  has  recorded  are  but  few  in  all,  in 
Companion  of  the  many  Thoufands  converted  by  the 
Apoftles  Miniftry,and  the  many  Churches  planted, which 
he  has  given  anAccount  of,  without  faying  any  Thing  of 
their  Baptifm.  And  tho’  the  Apoftles  had  it  in  their 
Commiffion  to  baptize, as  well  as  to  preach,  and  actually 
did  baptize,  yet  their  main  Work  and  Bufinefs  was  to 
preach  the  Gofpel.  As  Paul  faith  of  himfelf,  giving  the 
Reafon  why  he  baptized  fo  few,  i  Cor.  i.  17.  For  thrift 
fent  me  not  to  baptize ,  but  to  preach  tbeGofpel.  The  Work 
of  baptizing  was  ordinarily  committed  to  inferiour  Mini- 
fters,  or  fuch  whom  theApoftles  deputed  to  that  Service,. 
Therefore  we  have  no  Reafon  to  expect  to  find  in  fuch  a 
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brief  Hiftory  as  the  Affs,  a  particular  Detail  of  all  that 
were  thus  baptiz’d  ;  for  as  this  Hiftory  is  entitled  the 
Acts  of  the  Apoflles ,  fo  the  facred  Writer  confines  himfelf 
very  much  to  that  Subje£t,and  touches,  but  incidentally, 
other  Things.  There  are  diverfe  otherThings  of  as  great 
Confequence,  of  which  we  might  defire  a  more  particular 
Account,  which  are  pafs’d  over  by  the  facred  Hiftorian 
with  as  much  Silence  as  Infant-Baptifm, or  with  but  very 
general  Hints.  But  we  muft  thankfully  accept  and  im¬ 
prove  what  is  written,  which  the  Wifdom  of  God  faw 
lufficient  for  us,  and  moreover,  has  given  us  Reafon,  and 
a  Capacity  to  ufe  it  in  fearching  his  Mind  and  Meaning 
therein  ;  whether  plainly  exprefs’d,  or  by  juft  Confe^ 
quence  to  be  deduced  from  what  is  written.  And  as  to 
the  Point  of  Infant-Baptifm,  fuch  Hints  are  left  on  Re¬ 
cord, in  Reference  to  that  Pra6tice,as  are  fufficient  to  oive 
Satisfaction  to  well  difpofed  Minds.  The  Baptifm  of 
whole  Houfholds,  fo  exprefly  mention’d  more  than  once, 
is  as  much  as  may  be  expected  in  fo  brief  a  Narrative  of 
the  great  TranfaCtions  of  thofe  Times.  And  fome  ob- 
ferve,  that  “  of  the  fix  Baptifms  (which  are  all  that  St. 
“  Paul  is  mention’d  to  have  been  concern’d  in)  three 

“  were  the  Baptifms  of  whole  Houfholds  ;  fuch  a  on>= 

“  and  all  his.”  * 

3-  In  that  there  are  fo  many  Inftances  of  Adult- Bap¬ 
tifm  recorded  in  the  New-Teftament,  and  none  exprejlv 
of  Infants,  the  Reafon  is  obvious  to  ail  that  underhand 
and  confider  the  State  of  Affairs  in  thofeTimes.  Chrifti- 
anity  was  then  a  new  Religion  to  the  whole  World.  The 
Apoftles  were  not  fent  to  thofe  who  had,  or  knew  any 
Thing  of  the  Chriftian  Profeflion  before,  but  to  Jews  and 
Heathens, who  could  not  poffibly  haveChriftian  Baptifm  in 
theirlnfancy ;  therefore  of  Neceflity  they  muft  firft  preach 
the  Gofpel  to  the  Adult,  to  bring  them  over  tothe  Faith 
and  Profeflion  of  this  new  Religion,  before  they  them- 
felves,  or  their  Children  could  be  baptized.  And  there¬ 
fore  the  Converfion  and  Baptifm  of  the  Adult  was  of  the 

G  2  greateft 

*  Wall's  Hill,  of  Infant-Baptifm,  Part  U,  Chap.  X.  §.  3. 
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greateft  Account,  and  deferv’d  more  particularly  to  be 
recorded,  as  the  Pasdobaptifts  grant  *,  tho’  they  fuppofe, 
the  Baptifm  of  their  Infants,  when  they  had  any, followed 
of  Courfe  *  and  was  known  to  do  fo  (by  theApoftles  and 
thofe  of  that  Age)  in  the  Jewifh  Church,  whole  common 
Cuftom  it  was  to  baptize  all  the  Infants, or  littleChildreri 
of  Profelytes,as  well  as  tocircumcife  all  theirMales,whom 
they  received  with  their  Parents  into  the  Covenant  of  the 
God  of  Ifrael.  And  this  may  be  another  Reafon  why  the 
facred  Writer  is  fo  (paring  in  the  mention  of  Infants  bap¬ 
tized  ;  becaufe  the  Cuftom  of  the  Jezvs  was  well  known, 
in  baptizing  Children  with  their  Parents, who  were  profe- 
ly ted  to  their  Religion,  *  that  a  particular  Account  of 
them  was  needlefs.  For  there  can  be  but  little  Doubt, 
that  theApoftles  proceeded  by  the  fameRule  in  admitting 
the  little  Ones  of  thole  whom  they  made  Difciples  (or  pro- 
felyted  to  the  Religion  of  Jefus  Chrift)  into  theChriftian 
Covenant  by  the  fameRite  of  Baptifm.  That  Argument, 
therefore,  of  the  Antipmdobaptifts,  taken  from  the  want 
of  plain  Examples,  or  Precedents  in  Scripture  of  Infants 
baptized,  wherewith  they  make  fuch  a  Flourifh,can  have 
its  Weight  or  Force  with  common People  only  from  their  ( 
Ignorance,  or  want  of  attending  to  this  Confideration  of 
the  Condition  of  thole  Times,  which  was  far  different 
from  the  prefent.  They  are  apt  to  meafure  theScripture- 
Accounts  of  Baptifm,  by  what  they  now  obferve  in  Chri- 
ftian  Countries,  where  there  is  but  here  &  there  one  adult 
Perfon  baptized  for  many  Scores  of  Infants  *,  not  confi- 
dering,that  in  thofe  firftTimes  of  the  Gofpel  all  theWorld 
was  without  Chriftian  Baptifm  *,  and  that  thofe  whom 
the  Apoftles  preach’d  to*  and  converted,  were  all  adult 
Perfons ;  all  and  every  one  born  of  Parents  unbaptiz’d, 
being  Strangers  to  the  ChriftianReligion  :  So  thatAduk  - 
Baonfms  were  vaftly  more  numerous  than  the  Baptilms 
f-  of 

*  This  is  attefted  by  the  mod  of  IearnedMen,who  have  been  conver-’ 
iant  in  the  ancient  Writings  of  the  Jews ;  particularly  in  Dr.  Light  foct' 
we  find  large  Citations  from  the  Rabbi' s  in  his  Hor Hcbriac.  on 
Matt.  3.  and  other  Parts  of  his  Works,  fliewing  that  little  Children 
of  Profelvtes  were  elteem’d  by  them  as  Profelytes,  being  received  as 
iuch  by  Baptifm,  together  with  Cinumcifion. 
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of  Infants,  as  well  as  more  remarkable.  And  fo  Luke' s 
Account  of  Adult  Baptiitns  in  his  Hiftory  of  the  A£ls  of 
the  Apo files  does  very  well  confift  with  the  Suppofition  of 
Paedobaptifm  obtaining  at  that  Time,  efpecially  if  we 
fuppofe,  fas  I  have  fhewed  it  reafonable  to  fuppofe)  it 
was  taken  for  granted  at  the  fame  Time,  that  thofe  of 
the  Adult,  who  had  Infants,  had  them  alfo  initiated  by 
Baptifm  into  the  fame  Religion,  which  they  profefs’d 
themfelves.  For  thisAccount  is  no  other  than  what  any 
Paedobaptift  would  have  given.  Suppofe  fomePsedobap- 
tift  Minifters  fent  into  anHeathen  Country,  which  never 
had  the  Gofpel  preached  to  them  before,  and  writing  a 
brief  Account  of  their  Succefs  fhould  fay,  that  feveral 
Hundreds  or  Thoufands  were  profelyted  to  Chriftianity, 
and  baptized  ;  and  particularly  feme  noted  Families  rea¬ 
dily  &  joyfully  embraced  the  Gofpel,  and  were  baptized, 
fuch  a  Man  and  all  that  were  his ,  fuch  another  and  his 
Houjhold  \  who  could  raife  a  Doubt,  whether  anylnfants, 
or  Perfons  in  an  infantile  State,  were  baptized  in  thofe 
feveral  Families  ?  If  we  take  a  View  of  the  New-Tefta- 
ment-Hiftory  of  Baptifm  in  this  Light,  the  not  men¬ 
tioning  Infant’s  Baptifm  exprefly,  need  not  (tumble  us  in 
the  leaft, being  no  Way  inconfiftent  with  our  Suppofal  of 
the  Practice  of  it.  Wherefore  let  me  fay, 

4.  That  if  there  be  no  direft  Evidence  for  Infant-Bap- 
tifm  from  the  hiitorical  Relation  of  Faffs  in  the  New- 
Teftament,  lurely  no  Argument  againft  it  can  be  made 
out  from  the  Silence  of  the  lacred  Writers  in  Reference 
thereunto.  It  has  never  been  accounted  a  good  Way  of 
arguing,  to  draw  Conclufions,as  to  Matters  of  Fa£t,from 
the  Silence  of  the  Scripture  ^  or  to  Conclude  fuch 
a  Thing  was  not  done,  becaufe  the  Scripture  hath  no 
where  laid  it.  This  might  be  fhewed  in  innumerable  In¬ 
stances  ;  particularly  withRelation  to  the  prefentSubjedt, 
it  will  follow  from  thisW ay  of  Reafoning,that  moft  of  tie 
Churcnes  mention’d  in  the  New- Teftament  as  founded 
by  the  Apcftles,  were  unbaptized,  becaufe  no  mention  is 
made  of  their  Baptifm  by  the  lacred  Hiftonan,  Our  Au- 
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thor  has  reckon’d  up  three  or  four,  and  thefe  are  all  I  can 
find,  whofeBaptifin  is  regiltred  :  Shall  we  then  conclude 
that  the  Church  at  Antioch ,  at  Iconium^ and  divers  others, 
mentioned  in  the  ARs  of  the  Apojlles ,  and  the  famous 
Churches  of  the  Galatians ,  of  the  Romans ,  of  the  Theffalo - 
mans,  of  the  Coloffians ,  and  many  others,  were  all  unbap¬ 
tized,  becaufe  there  is  no  hiftorical  Account  of  their  Bap- 
tifm  hi  the  New-Teftament  ?  One  may  read  the  Hiftory 
of  the  Old-Teftament  for  feveral  Ages  together,  and  not 
find  an  Inftance  of  anyChild  circumcifed.  Did  the  Jews 
then  live  all  that  while  without  circumcifing  theirlnfants  ? 
I  need  not  ftand  to  fhew  the  Weaknefs  &  Fallacy  of  fuch 
anArgument,  which  is  open  to  every  Man  of  Senfe.  But 
it  is  as  good  as  that  which  is  bro’t  againftlnfant-Baptifm 
from  the  Silence  of  Scripture  in  that  Matter.  There  is 
no  Need  of  Examples, or  Precedents,  when  there  is  other- 
wife  fufficient  Warrant  for  any  Practice.  But  if  fuch  an 
Argument  as  this  be  of  any  Force,  it  may  with  equal 
Force,  be  turned  againft  our  Antipasdobaptifts.  They 
demand  of  us  aScripture-Precedent,orExample  of  Infant- 
Baptifin  ;  and  we  demand  of  them  a  Scripture*  Precedent 
or  Example  of  Adult-Baptifm  in  theirWay  ;  which  they 
are  not  able  to  produce.  I  imagine,  they  will  prefently 
reply  and  fay,  Do  not  all  the  Inftances  of  BaptifnV  in  the 
New*Teilament  make  for  ourSide,who  were  onlyPerfons 
baptiz’d  at  Adult- Age  ?  I  anfwer,  not  one  •,  and  to  ex¬ 
plain  and  prove  what  I  affert,  let  me  obferve,  that  the 
Controverfy  between  us  and  the  Antipasdobaptifts,  does 
not  lie  in  this,  whether  Adult  Perfons  unbaptiz’d  ought 
to  be  baptized  ?  This  fully  agrees  to  our  Sentiment  and 
Practice,  as  well  as  to  theirs.  But  the  Controverfy  lies 
here.  Whether  Children  born  of  baptized  Chriftian  Pa¬ 
rents,  ought  to  be  denied  Baptifm  till  they  grow  up  to 
mature  Age  ?  This  they  affirm,  and  we  deny.  So  that  if 
they  could  produce  a  Thoufand  Inftances  of  Perfons  bap¬ 
tiz’d  at  Adult- Age, who  were  born  of  Jewifh  or  Heathen 
Parents,  who  had  neither  receiv’d  nor  were  in  a  Capacity 

to  receive  Chriftian  Baptifm  before,  it  would  fignify  no- 
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thing  to  theirPurpofe  :  for  by  fuchjriftances  their  peculiar 
Practice  (as  itdifagrees  with  thatuai  the  Paedobaptifts)  is 
not  at  all  to  be  juftified.  But  if  they  would  produce  an 
Inftance  pertinent  to  their  Caufe,  it  muft  be  of  fuch  as 
were  unbaptiz’d  till  Adult- Age, who  had  baptizedChrifti- 
'ans  for  their  Parents.  And  fuch  an  Inftance,  I  fay,  they 
cannot  produce ;  for  of  all  theExamples  ofAdult-Baptifm 
regiftred  in  the  New-Teftament,  there  is  not  fo  much  as 
one  Angle  Inftance  of  a  Perfon  who  can  be  proved  to  be  " 
born  of  Chriftian  Parents.  If  they  fay,  we  demand  a 
Thing  unreafonable  and  impoflible  ;  for  Chriftianity  had 
juft  then  its  Rife  in  the  World, when  theNew-Teftament 
Hiftory  was  written,  fo  that  in  that  Space  of  Time  there 
could  be  none  born  of  Chriftian  Parents  grown  up  to  a 
Capacity  for  Adult-Baptifm,  to  have  their  Baptifm  re- 
gifter’d  in  facred  Hiftory  :  I  anfwer,theThing  demanded 
is  neither  impoftible,  nor  unreafonable  ;  for  the  Hiftory 
of  the  Affs  is  fuppofed  to  contain  the  Space  of  about 
Thirty  Years,  from  Chrift’s  Afcenfion,  to  Paul's  Impri- 
fonment  at  Rome .  So  that  the  Chriftian  Church  had  been 
growing  from  its  Infancy, and  Raptifm,  as  the  folemnRite 
of  Admiffion  into  it,  had  continued,  during  theTimes  of 
the  Scripture-Hiftory,  near  Thirty  Years.  And  in  that 
Space  of  Time,  there  were  many  Thoufands  born  of 
Chriftian  Parents,  and  grown  up,  many  to  near  30  or  40 
Years  of  Age,  if  we  fuppofe  the  young  Children  of  the 
firft  baptized  Chriftians  to  be  left  unbaptiz’d,  and  many 
Thoufands  more,  who  might  within  that  Space  have 
grown  up  to  an  Age  capable  of  Adult-Baptifm  •,  and  if 
none  of  thefe  were  baptized,  while  Infants,or  youngChil- 
dren,  nor  included  in  the  feveral  Houfholds  baptiz’d  by 
the  Apoftles,  there  is  no  Regifter  of  the  Children  of 
Chriftian  Parents  baptiz’d  at  all.  For  it  is  certain, there 
is  not  one  Inftance  of  any  of  thefe  baptiz’d  at  Adult-Age* 
Therefore  if  the  not  mentioning  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  in 
Scripture  be  a  good  Argument  againft  it,  we  fee,  it  turns 
as  forceably  againft  our  Adverfaries,who  by  their  Way  of 
Reafoning  about  theSubjeft  of  Baptifm, furnifh  theQuak- 
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ers  with  an  Argument  againft  all  Water  Baptifm  fince  the 
Adminiftration  of  it  to  the  firft  Chriftians,  which  upon 
their  Punciples  they  may  nnd  it  difficult  to  anfwer* 
Let  me  only  add, 

5*  Tho  it  be  granted,  that  there  be  no  plain  exprefs 

Examples  of  Infants  beingbaptized  in  theNew-Teftament, 

Yet  there  are  pretty  plain  Intimations  of  fuch  Baptifms  in 
moft  of  the  Churches,  our  Author  has  inftanc’d  in.  For 
to  toych  briefly  on  each  of  his  Inftances.  Firft ,  As  to  the 
Church  at  Jerufalem ,  and  thofe  that  were  converted  by 
the  Apoftle  Peter' s  Sermon.  The  Apoftle  had  directed 
them,  being  convinced  of  their  Sins,  and  pricked  at  the 
Heart*  to  repent  and  embrace  Chriftian  Baptifm,  and  en¬ 
forc’d  his  Advice  by  this  Argument,  For  the  Promife  is 
to  you*  and  to  your  Children.  Aft.  2.38,39.  They  readily 
and  joyfully  received  theApoftle’s  Advice,  and  were  bap¬ 
tized.  ^.41.  I  know,  it  is  commonly  taken  for  granted, 
that  thofe  Three  Thoufands  mention’d  in  the  latterClaufe 
of  that  Verfe,  were  the  fame  that  heard  the  Apoftle’s 
Sermon  and  were  baptized  &  it’s  underftood  as  fpecifying 
the  Number  of  his  Converts.  But  I  would  offer  it  toCon- 
fideration  (without  laying  much  Strefs  on  the  Criticifm) 
whether  the  Grammatical  Conftruftion  of  the  Words 
will  fairly  admit  of  this  Senfe.  TheWords  of  the  facred 
Penman  are,  Then  they  that  gladly  received  the  Word*  were 
baptized  *  and  the  fame  Day  there  were  added  to  them  about 
Three  Thoufand  Souls .  The  firft  Converts  are  defcribed  in 
the  former  CJaufe,  They  that  gladly  received  the  Word*  were 
baptized.  And  we  readily  grant,  thefe  wereAdultPerfons  ; 
and  if  it  had  been  only  further  faid,  and  thefe  were  about 
Three  Thoufand  Souls*  it  had  agreed  well  with  the  com¬ 
mon  Opinion.  But  it  follows,  And  the  fame  Day  there  were 
added  to  them  about  Three  Thoufand  Souls —  were  added . 
How  ?  Doubtlefs  byBaptiftn,the  facredRiteof  Admiffion 
into  the  Chriftian  Church.  To  whom  were  they  added  ? 
To  what  Antecedent  do  thefe  Words  refer  ?  To  what 
other  can  they  refer  more  properly  than  to  the  next  fore¬ 
going  *?  thole  that  gladly  received thdVord  ^  were  baptized? 
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And  if  they  were  added  to  them,  they  were  not  the  fame. 

If  it  be  faid,  they  were  added  to  the  Apoftles,  and  the 

Hundred  and  Twenty  Difciples,  that  conftituted  die  firft 

Chriftian  Church  the  Words  then  mull  refer  to  a  very 

remote  Antecedent,  as  far  off  as  Chap.  i.  13,  14.  or  at 

leaft,  the  Beginning  of  this  fecond  Chapter.  For  which 

remote  Reference  there  appears  no  Reafon,  or  Neceflity, 

when  they  may  with  the  greateft Propriety  be  underftood 

as  referring  to  the  immediately  foregoing  Claufe,  as  the 

Rules  ofGrammar  feem  to  require.  Und  the fameDay  there 

were  added — On  whatDay  ?  The  fameDay  on  which  thofe 

firft  Converts  (of  whofe  Number,  tho’  doubtlefs  great, 

there  is  no  certain  Account)  were  baptized,  there  were 

added  to  them  about  Three  Thoufand  Souls,  by  being 

baptized  into  the  fame  Chriftian  Faith  &  Profeffion.  Be 

it  granted  then,  that  thofe  who  heard  the  Apoftle,  and 

were  converted  and  baptized,  were  only  Adult  Perfons, 

yet  among  thofe  that  were  added  to  them  the  fame  Day, 

it  is  highly  probable,  there  were  many  Infants, orChildren 

in  their  Non- age,  who  were  in  the  Power,  and  at  the  Dif- 

pofal  of  theirParents,  efpecially  theChildren  of  fuchjews, 

as  were  proper  Natives, and  Inhabitants  of  Jerufalem ,  who 

might  the  fame  Day  bring  their  Children  to  Baptifm, 

and  fo  initiate  them  into  the  Chriftian  Church  of  which 

» 

they  themfelves  had  become  profeffed  Members.  And  this 
Senfe  and  Interpretation  of  the  Words  feems  countenan¬ 
ced  by  the  Denomination  here  ufed,  of  the  Subject.  It  is 
not  faid*  Three  Thoufand  Men  &  Women ,  but  Three  Thou¬ 
fand  Souls  *  a  Term*  that  may  very  well  include  Infants, 
and  is  often  applied  in  Scripture  to  fignify  every  Sex  and 
Age  of  Mankind,  when  number’d  together.  Men,  Wo¬ 
men,  and  Children,  Let  me  cite  only  one  Text  to  this 
Purpofe  :  It  is  faid,  Gen.  46.  26,  AH'  the  Souls  that  came 
with  Jacob  into  Egypt,  which  came  out  of  bis  Loins ,  befides 
Jacob's  Son  s  Wives,  all  the  Souls  were  Threefcore  and  fix. 
Where  it.  is  evident,  that  under  the  generalDenomination 
of  all  their  Soul y  their  Children  and  Babes  muft  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  thcReckoniog,  as  well  as  grown  Perfons.  And 
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the  fame  Term  here  ufed  in  the  Text  is  very  applicable 
to  the  fame  Sort  of  Perfons,  Men,  Women  andChildren  : 
And  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe,  that  they  might  be  the 
rather  induced  to  offer  their  Children  to  Baptifm,  from 
the  Confideration  of  the  Argument  the  Apoftle  had  ufed 
with  them, to  perfuade  them  to  embraceChriftianBaptifm, 
which  imports  a  Reafon  why  their  Children,  as  well  as 
themfelves, ought  to  be  baptized.  For  thePromife  is  toyouy 
and  to  your  Children.  Which  had  ever  been  a  Reafon  with 
the  Jewifh  Church,  why  their  Children  ought  to  be 
circumcifed.  And  Aretius ,  a  learned  and  judicious  Ex¬ 
po  fitor,  is  of  the  fame  Opinion.  *j“  And  I  know  no  Rea¬ 
fon  by  which  it  can  be  difproved.  But  whether  theSenfe 
I  have  given  of  the  Words  of  the  facred  Writer  be  receiv’d, 
or  rejected,  yet  carrying  a  good  Appearance  of  Probabi¬ 
lity,  for  the  Reafons  given,  fo  much  at  leaft  will  hence 
'  follow,  that  in  this  firft  folemnAdminiftration  of  Baptifm 
in  the  Chriftian  Church,  it  can’t  be  pretended, that  there 
is  not  the  leaft  Intimation  of  Infants  being  baptized  ;  tho* 
the  Caufe  of  Paedobaptifm  does  not  reft  on  theEvidence 
of  Fa6t  in  this  firft  Adminiftration,  but  on  the  Warrant 
which  the  infpired  Apoftle  has  given  us  for  baptizing 
Infant-Children,  by  extending  the  Promife  or  Covenant 
of  Grace  to  .the  Children  of  Gofpel-Believers,  and  that  as 
a  Reafon  why  they  fhould  be  baptized,  as  has  been  faid, 
and  will  more  fully  appear  hereafter. 

2.  The  Xnftance  of  the  Church  in  Samaria  I  fhall  pafs 
over,  only  with  this  Remark,  that  the  Men  &  Women  faid 
*  to  be  baptized  there  by  Philips A£t.  8.  12.  are  theNames 
or  Denominations  of  the  feveral  Sexes,  as  much  as  to  fay, 
both  Males  £5?  Females  ;  which  may  be  equally  applied  to 
Infants  and  the  Adult.  But  if  any  ftiftly  contend,  that 
only  grown  Men  and  Women  mult  be  meant,  I  think  k 
not  a  Matter  worth  contefting,  fince  nothing  is  gain’d  or 
loft  on  one  Side  or  the  other, as  from  our  Reafoning  under 

the 
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the  formerHeads  may  appear.  And  let  me  obferve  here, 
that  there  feems  to  be  a  Reafon  and  Necefiity,  that  fome 
Declaration  fhould  be  made  in  theNew-Teftament  of  the 
MindandWill  of  God,  that  Baptifm,  the  initiating  Seal 
imd^r  the  Gofpel,  fhould  be  applied  to  the  Females,  fince 
theMalesonly  by  divine Inftitution  had  it  applied  to  them 
perfonally  under  the  Old-Teftament  in  Circumcifion. 
And  the  making  this  Declaration  might  be  the  principal 
Defign  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  the  infpired  Penman’s  re¬ 
cording  this  Pafiage  ;  but  there  was  no  fuch  Reafon  or 
Necefiity  with  Regard  to  the  Infants  of  the  Church,  be- 
caufe  they  ever  had  it  applied  to  them  by  .the  divine 
Command,  fince  God  firft  inftituted  an  initiating  Seal  to 
his  Covenant. 

3.  As  to  the  Church  at  Philippi,  we  have  very  clear  In¬ 
timations  of  Infants  being  baptized, in  the  mention  of  two 
feveralHoufhoids  baptized  there,  viz.  That  of  Lydia, and 
that  of  the  Jailor,  Ad.  16.15,33.  Of  both  which  I  have 
faid  fomething  already,  and  fhall  have  Occafion  to  fpeak 
more  hereafter,  tofhew  the  Weaknefs  &  Inefficiency  of 
Dr.G/7/’s  Exceptions  againft  thefe  two  Inftances.  And 

4.  As  to  the  Inftance  of  the  Church  of  Corinth ,  which 
is  the  laftChurch  mentioned  as  baptized  ;  tho’  it  be  true, 
that  thofe  of  the  Corinthians  who  firft  conftituted  this 
Church,  were  (as  the  Reafon  of  the  Thing  requires  they 
Ihould  be)  adult  Perfons,  of  whom  it  is  faid,  that  they 
hearing  theApoftle  preaching  the  Gofpel  to  them,  believed 
and  were  baptized ,  Ad.  18.8.  yet  that  their  Children  alfo 
were  baptized  (tho5  it  be  not  recorded  by  Luke )  there  can 
be  but  little  Doubt, if  we  take  iritoConfideration  a  Pafiage 
in  theApoftle  Paul's  firft  Epiftle  to  th eCorinthians,  Chap. 
7.  14. — Elfe  were  your  Children  unclean ,  but  new  are  they 
holy .  Where  he  determines  the  Cafe,  that  if  either  of  the 
Parents  were  a  Believer,  theirChildren  were  not  to  be  ac¬ 
counted  unclean ,  as  the  Heathen  and  their  Children  were 
reputed,  both  in  Scripture,  and  in  the  common  Language 
of  the  Jews,  (Ezra  6.  21.  Ad.  10.28.)  being  without  the 
Covenant  of  God,  and  unfit  for  facred  Ordinances  *,  but 
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holy,  whether  we  underdand  the  Term  of  a  baptifmal 
Hohnefs,  as  divers  Ancients  &  Moderns  have  underdood 

rrk^hlt  whCje  f C  f°lid  and  weiShcy  Reafons  given. 
(The  Creek  Word,  hagta,  holy ,  being  commonly  rendred 

Saints,  and  applied  to  baptized  Chriftians,  as  Chap.  1.  2 
tor  none  but  fuch  could  conditute  a  vifible  Church6-  and 
ll  this  Senfe  be  admitted, we  have  then  here  a  piainScrip- 
ture  Indance  of  Children  baptized.)  Or  whether  we  inter¬ 
pret  it  omy  of  a  Covenant- Holinefs,  fo  much,  at  lead  is 
certain,  that  the  Word  fpeaks  a  facred  Relation  to  God, 
whereby  the  Children  of  Believers  are  molt  plainly  and 
expredy  difcriminated  fromHeathens,  and  rendred  quad- 
lied  Subjects  of  Baptifm,  if  it  does  not  import  their  being; 
actually  baptized.  But  of  this  alfo  I  fhall  fpeak  again 
more  largely,  when  I  come  to  vindicate  the  P  adage,  and 
fhall  therefore  difmifs  it  at  prefent.  And  thus  much  for 
the  Evidence  of  the  Practice  of  Infant-Baptifm,  as  far  as 
it  can  be  made  out  from  the  Writings  of  theNew-Teda- 
ment.  The  next  Thing  to  be  enquired  into  is, 

II.  Whether  there  be  not  undoubtedEvidence  from  the 
Tedimonies  of  the  ancient  Fathers  tranfmitted  to  us  in 
their  Writings,  that  Infant-Baptifm  conftantly  obtained 
in  the  truly  primitiveChurch.  In  order  to  theRefolution 
of  this  Enquiry,  ourAuthor  has  confined  hisExamination 
to  the  ancient  Writers  of  the  two  fird  Centuries,  and  de- 
tei  mines  from  what  he  has  cited  out  of  theirWritings,that 
there  is  no  Evidence  for  the  Pra&ice  of  Infant-Baptifm 
from  theirTedimony.  But  it  is  unfair  toexclude  or  leave 
out  the  Tedimonies  of  the  Writers  of  the  two  following 
Centuries,  who  were  not  fo  didant  from  the  Apodolick 
Age,  but  that  they  were  capable  of  giving  us  a  right  In¬ 
formation  (in  a  Matter  of  fuch  public^  Notice, & general 
Concern,  as  theAdminidration  of  Baptifm  in  theCnurch) 
what  the  Pra&ice  was  in  the  truly  primitiveChurch.  For 
tho’  there  be  not  wanting  fufficient  Evidence  from  the 
Writings  of  fome  of  theFathers,of  thofe  two  fird  Centu¬ 
ries,  for  Infant-Baptifm,  yet  perhaps  the  Evidence  is  not 
lo  bright  and  clear  for  the  Conviction  of  thofe  who  are 
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difpofed  to  doubt  and  wrangle,  as  that  of  thofe  in  the 
ibird&  fourtbCe nturies  •,  who  tho’  fomewhat  more  remote 
from  the  Apoftles  Times,  yet  their  Evidence  may  be  at¬ 
tended  with  fuch  Circumftances  of  Credibility,  as  to  ren¬ 
der  it  undoubted,  that  Infant-Baptifm  obtain’d  in  thofe 
Times  ;  not  only  as  they  were  Witnefies  for  their  own 
Age,  as  our  Adverfaries  allow,  but  of  the  preceeding  A- 
ges  up  to  the  Apoftles, of  whole  Practice  they  were  capa¬ 
ble  of  attaining  certain  Knowledge,  in  a  Matter  of  this 

Nature. 

But  let  us  firft  confider  what  our  Author  has  to  fay  of 
the  two  firft  Centuries.  Pie  pretends  to  give  us  a  Cata¬ 
logue  of  the  Writers  of  thofe  two  Centuries,  Pa.  20,22. 
And  as  thefe  were  but  few  in  all,  fo  their  Writings  gene¬ 
rally  related  to  different  Subjects,  fuch  as  the  Defence  of 
Chriftianity  againft  the  Cavils  and  Obloquies  of  theHea- 
then  j  theVindication  of  the  Chriftians  from  their  Afper- 
ftons  andCalumnies  •,  the  beating  down  the  Herefies,that 
fprung  up  in  thofe  Times  ;  the  Comfort  &  Encourage¬ 
ment  of  Chriftians  under  the  Sufferings  andPerfecutions 
they  were  almoft  conftantly  liable  to,  and  the  like  •,  they 
fpeak  very  little  of  Baptifm,  and  lefs  of  the  Baptifm  of 
Infants,  which  they  touch  but  occafionally,  and  in  gene¬ 
ral  Hints,  when  they  are  treating  on  other  Subje&s.  A 
Sign  there  were  no  Antipsedobaptifts  in  thofe  Ages ;  for 
it’s  probable,  if  there  had  been  fuch, there  would  not  have 
been  fo  general  a  Silence  about  the  Controverfy  ;  fince, 
as  our  Adverfaries  grant, Pcedobaptifm  began  to  be  a  ge¬ 
neral  Pra&ice  in  the  third  Century  •,  and  that,  without 
any  Noife  or  Stir  that  we  hear  of, but  from  one  Man,  and 
from  him  not  fo  much  in  Way  of  direbt  Oppofition,  as 
in  Way  of  Advice  to  delay  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  ’till 
the  Age  of  Difcretion. 

There  are  but  three  of  the  ancient  Fathers, both  of  the 
firft  and  fecond  Century,  whom  our  Author  has  cited,  as 
fpeaking  of  Baptifm  •,  and  but  one  of  them  fays  anyThing 
to  thePurpofe,in  Relation  to  the  difpured Point  of  Infant- 
Baptifm.  He  tells  us,  Mr.  Stenriet  and  Mr.  Rees  have 
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cited  iome  Pailages  from  Barnabas  and  Hermas ,  which  I 
fuppofe  may  be  to  as  little  Purpofe,  as  what  he  himfelf 
has  cited  from  Ignatius ,  Pa.  21.  viz.  “  Let  yourBaptifm 
“  remain  as  Armour,  Faith  as  an  Helmet,  Love  as  a 
“  Spear,  Patience  as  whole  Armour.”  This,  he  fays, 
“  fayoursAdult-Baptifm,fince  he  fpeaks  of  it  as  attended 
with  Faith,  Love,  and  Patience.”  If  he  means,  that 
the  Baptifm  which  true  Chriftians  have  received,  is  at¬ 
tended  with  thele  Graces,  which  they  are  obliged  by  the 
Nature,  Import,  and  Defign  of  their  Baptifm^  to  be  al¬ 
ways  furnifh’d  with,  there  is  nothing  here  faid,  but  what 
3.  Pajdobaptift  Minifter  may  fay  to  a  Congregation  of 
Chriftians  baptized  in  Infancy  ;  and  lo  thele  Words  of 
Ignatius  import  nothing  in  Favour  of  Adult-Baptifm. 
Or  if  he  underftands  his  Author  to  intend,that  theAttion, 
or  receiving  of  Baptifm,  is  accompanied  'xithFaith^Love 
and  Patience ,  there  is  no  impartial  Eye  (I  am  perfwaded) 
that  can  difcern  any  fuch  Thing  fo  much  as  implied  in 
the  Words.  But  fuppofe, thatAdult-  Baptifm  was  chiefly 
intended  in  Ignatius  his  Words,  what  can  our  Author 
infer  from  them  ?  Becaufe  in  thofe  firft  Times  of  Chri- 
ftianity,greatNumbers  ofHeathenscame  intotheChriftian 
Church,  and  were  baptized  atAdult- Age,  he  muft  prove, 
that  this  was  inconfiftent  with  theBaptifm  of  theirlnfants, 
after  they  had  become  Chriftians,  or  it  is  nothing  to  his 
Purpofe. 

The  next  of  the  ancientFathers  he  cites, islrenaus, ynb.o 
lived  in  the  Beginning  of  the  fecondCentury,&  wrote  the 
Book  out  of  which  the  Citation  is  made,  fomeTime  after 
the  middle  of  it  in  his  elder  Years,  for  he  lived  to  be  a 
very  old  Man  ;  and  the  Paflfage  produced  is  more  to  the 
Purpofe,  than  any  other  he  has  cited  :  But  it  is  a  plain 
Evidence  for  Infant-Baptifm,  whatever  Pains  Dr  .Gill  has 
taken  to  weaken  the  Credit  of  it,  and  to  darken  the  true 
Meaning.  The  Paflage  is  taken  out  of  his  fecond  Book 
againfi  Herefies,  Chap.  39.  I  fhall  fet  it  down  at  large, 
tranllated.  Speaking  of  Chrift  he  has  thefe  Words, 
Magifier  ergo  exijl  ens,  Magifri  quoque  babe  bat  <ctatem% 

“  iSCs 


a 


/ 


Chap.  III.  of  Infant-Baptifm.  95 

♦ 

cc  &c.  Therefore  being  himfelf  a  Mafter,he  had  alfo  the 
“  Age  of  a  Mafter,  not  difdaining,  nor  going  in  a  Way 
“  above  human  Nature,  nor  breaking  in  his  own  Perfoa 
“  the  Law  which  he  had  fet  for  Mankind  ;  but  fandi- 
tc  fying  every  Age  by  the  Likenefs  which  it  had  to  him- 
“  felf ;  for  he  came  to  fave  all  Perfons  byHimfelf  :  All, 
<c  I  fay,  Qui  per  eum  renafcuntur  in  Deum ,  who  by  him 
are  regenerated  (born  again ,  ox  baptized)  unto  God  }  In- 
u  fants,  and  little  Ones,  and  Boys,  and  young  Men,  and 
<c  elder  Perfons.  Therefore  he  went  thro5  every  feveral 
“  Age  ^  and  for  Infants  he  became  an  Infant,  fandifying 
cc  Infants  ;  to  little  Ones, he  became  a  little  One,  fandi- 
cc  fying  thofe  of  that  Age,  and  alfo  becoming  anExam- 
cc  pie  to  them  of  Piety,  Juftice,  and  Subjedion,55  &c. 

That  which  may  render  this  Teftimony  for  Infant- 
Baptifm  more  obfcure  to  vulgar  Readers  at  this  Day,  is 
their  Unacquaintednefs  with  the  Language  and  Way  of 
(peaking  ufed  by  the  Ancients.  For  the  Word  Regene - 
ration  was  cuftomarily  and  conftantly  ufed  by  them  for 
Baptifm  ;  as  thofe  who  have  been  mod  converfant  with 
the  ancient  Writers  of  the  Church  do  know  and  teflify  : 
To  regenerate, was  with  them  to  baptize ,  &  regenerated ,or 
born  again, was  baptized .  Tho5  the  Words  have  not  been 
appropriated  to  this  Senfe  in  the  Books  of  thefe  latter 
Ages,  yet  nothing  was  more  frequent  with  the  ancient 
Chriftian  Writers,  grounding  this  Phrafe  on  thofe  Words 
of  our  Saviour,  Joh.  3.  5.  Except  a  Man  be  born  of  Wa¬ 
ter,  and  of  the  Spirit,  he  cannot  enter  into  the  Kingdom  of 
God .  Which  they  generally  underftood  of  Baptifm  with 
Water,  with  the  conjoin’d  Operation  of  the  holy  Spirit 
by  the  Ordinance  of  Chrift  for  the  Purpofe  of  Regenera¬ 
tion.  And  in  this,and  no  other  Senfe,  can  theWords  of 
Trenaus  be  underftood,  when  he  fays,  that  Chrift  came  to 
b'lve  all  that  are  by  him  regenerated  unto  God,evcn  Infants , 
wd  little  Ones  &c,  i.  e.  who  are  baptized  unto  God  the 
Father,  Son  &  holy  Ghoft.  Agreably  to  the  like  Phrafe 
K  theApoftle — He  favea  us  by  the  wafteing  of  Regeneration , 
Fit.  3.  5.  which  Words  manifeftly  refer  to  the  walking 
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with  Water  in  Baptifm,  the  inftituted  Symbol  of  Rege¬ 
neration.  But  whether  the  Ancients  had  a  right  Notion 
or  Senfe  of  thofe  Words  of  our  Saviour, in  Joh.3.5  when 
they  underftood  them  of  Baptifm,  it  is  not  to  our  prefent 
Purpofe  to  inquire  ;  but  that  in  Fad  the  Word  regene¬ 
rate^  or  born  again,  was  ever  ufed  by  them  for  baptized ,  is 
undeniable  ;  and  particularly  by  Irenaus.  Dr.  Wall  has 
obferv’d,  that  in  all  other  Places  of  his  Book  that  fell  un¬ 
der  his  Notice,  he  ufes  the  Word  in  this  fame  Senfe,  and 
gives  a  particular  Inftance,  that  comes  home  to  our  Pur¬ 
pofe,  in  his  thirdEook .  Ch.  19.  “  Where  he  is  producing 
“  Teftimonies  of  Scripture  concerning  the  holySpirit,he 
has  this,  Et  ilerum  poteftatem  regenerations  in  Deum 
<c  demandansDifcipu!is,dicebat  eis ,  &c.  “And  again  when 
“  he  gave  his  Dilciples  the  Commiffion  of  regenerating 
“  unto  God ,  he  faid  unto  them,  Go,  and  teach  all  Nations 
“  baptizing  them  in  theName  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son, 
“  and  or  the  Holy  Spirit.”  Where  the  Commiffion  of 
tc  regenerating  plainly  means  the  Commiffion  of  baptiz- 
4t  ing.”  -f  And  it  may  be  further  obferv’d,  that  thePhrafe 
of  regenerating  unto  God ,  is  of  the  very  fame  Import  with 
that  he  had  ufed  in  the  forecited  Paffages,of  Infant, which 
therefore  can  mean  nothing  elfe  but  their  Baptifm.  This 
Teftimony  of  Iren^eus  is  the  more  confiderable,  and  de¬ 
fences  the  greater  Regard,  fince  he  lived  fo  near  theAge 
of  the  Apoftles,  being  born,  as  fome  compute  his  Age* 
before  the  Death  of  the  Apoftle  John ,  or  at  leafl  very 
foon  after,  and  was  acquainted  with  Polycarp,  theDifciple, 
it  is  faid,  of  St.  John,  and  remember’d  his  Difcourfes  of 
the  Converfation  he  had  with  that  Apoftle  *  and  therefore 
could  not  poffibly  be  ignorant  of  what  was  the  Practice 
of  the  Church  at  thatDay  in  Reference  to  Infant-Baptifm, 
and  mentions  it  but  tranfiently  as  aThing  cuftomary  and 
known  in  the  primitive  Church.  This  l  eftimony  of  his, 
being  fo  plain  &  full  in  Favour  of  Infant-Baptifm  ;  the 
Antipaedobaptift- Writers  have  endeavoured,\vith  all  the 
Art  and  Invention  they  are  Matters  of,  to  run  it  down, 
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and  evade  the  Force  of  it,  as  Dr.  Gill  doth  particularly  ; 
but  all  his  Evafions  are  infignificant.  Pag.  22. 

1.  He  fays,  “  It  is  but  a  fingle  Paflage.”  Anf.  The 
Evidence  is  not  the  worfe  for  that,  if  it  be  exprefs  &  per¬ 
tinent  •,  but  it  is  the  more  unfufpeCted,  when  theAuthor 
does  not  fet  himfelf,in  many  Words, to  aflert  &  prove  the 
Thing,  as  if  it  bad  been  oppos’d  or  contradicted,  but  in 
treating  on  other  Subjects,  fpeaks  of  it  occafionally  as  a 
Thing  generally  known  and  allowed. 

2.  He  fays,  “  [t  depends  on  a  fingleWord,theSignifi- 
“  cation  of  which  is  doubtful.”  Anf.  It  could  not  be 
doubtful  to  the  ancient  Chriftians,  who  wereufed  to  that 
Way  of  Speaking;  the  Word  regenerated ,  in  the  Senfe 
before  given,  being  to  them  well  known  &  familiar,  fig- 
nifying  the  fame  Thing  as  the  Word  baptized  does  to  us. 
And  does  not  ourAuthor  know, that  theMeaning  &Intent 
of  an  whole  Sentence  or  Paragraph  is  often  determined 
by  a  fingle  Word  ?  It  in  the  Account  our  Adverfaries 
give, from  the  Writings  of  the  Ancients,  of  Adult-Bap- 
tifrn,  the  fingle  Word  only  might  have  been  once  found, 
in  a  Senfe  that  excludesInfants,how  would  they  triumph  ? 
’Tis  what  they  would  have  ;  and  a  certain  boldAntipae- 
dobaptiftWriter  (onsDanvers)  has  by  hisAniwerers  been 
convidted  of  falfifying  in  this  Matter,  by  inferting  the 
Word  only  in  his  Quotations  from  the  ancient  Writers, in 
favour  of  his  Opinion.  *  Who  knows  not,  that  a  fingle 
Particle  may  fometimes  fo  fix  the  Senfe  of  an  Author, as 
thereby  to  put  an  Ifiue  to  a  Difpute  ? 

3.  He  adds,  “  The  Paflage  is  only  a  Tranllationof  1- 
“  renttus,  and  not  exprefied  in  his  own  original  Words.’1 
Therefore  what  ?  Therefore  no  Doubt  the  Tranllator 
foifted  in  thole  Words  of  Infants  and  little  Ones  being  rr- 
generated  unto  God.  But  for  what  Reafon  ?  Be  fure,  in 
Favour  of  theCaufe  of  the  Paedobaptifts.  But  why  then 
did  not  the  AntipfEdobaptifts  (if  any  fuch  there,  were  as 
our  Author  fuppofes)  correCt  this  faulty  Tranflation  by 
the  Original, while  it  was  extant  ?  Why  did  not  they  ex- 
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pofe  the  Tranflator,as  aForger  of  Words,  &  an  Impoftor, 
and  not  fufFer  the  Tranflation  to  pafs  down  to  Pofterity 
uncorredted,  to  the  greatPrejudice,  if  not  Ruin  of  their 
Caufe  ?  But  the  Truth  is,  tho*  this  Paffage  be  a  Tranfla- 
tion*  and  not  this  only  fas  our  Author  would  infinuate) 
but  the  whole  Book  ( and  all  or  moft  of  the  Works  of 
Jrena.us  now  extant,  are  but  Tranflations  from  theGreek 
into  Latin)  yet  it  is  a  very  ancient  one, and  approved  and 
cited  by  the  Fathers,  and  thro’  allAges  to  this  Day.  And 
it  is  but  a  poor  Evafion,to  alledge  it  is  aTranflation, with¬ 
out  being  able  to  produce  the  Original  to  confront  it. 

4.  Fie  fuggefts,that  thePafiage  is  not  genuine, and  fays, 

TheChapter  from  whence  it  is  taken, is  by  fome  learned 
<c  Men  judged  to  be  fpurious  *,  fince  it  advances  aNotion 
“  inconfiftent  with  that  ancient  Writer,  and  notorioufly 
“  contrary  to  the  Books  of  the  Evangelifts,”  refpe&ing 
Chrift’s  Age.  Anf.  If  there  have  been  fome  learnedMen 
that  have  taken  up  this  Conceit,  there  have  been  other 
learned  Men  fince,  who  have  more  throughly  ftudied  ihe 
Point,  who  have  refuted  it,  and  have  fhewn  Irenxus  to 
have  been  confident  with  himfelf,  tho’  they  think  him 
miftaken  in  making  the  Years  of  Chrift’s  Age  to  be  40  or 
nigh  50.  Which  Miftake  he  might  be  led  into,  by  thofe 
Words  of  the  Jews  to  our  Saviour,  Joh.  8.  57. 5 Thou  art 
not  yet  fiftyTears  old .  But  fuchMiftakes  have  been  com¬ 
mon  with  other  Writers  in  Point  of  Chronology, the  Ge- 
nuinenefs  of  whofe  Writings  have  never  for  that  Reafon 
been  denied,  or  call’d  inQueftion.  The  only  learnedMan 
(cited  by  Dr.  Gale  *)  who  has  taken  up  this  Opinion  con¬ 
cerning  this  Chapter  in  Irenjeus ,  and  has  appeared  to  de¬ 
fend  it, was  Baronins^  the  popifh  Annalift  :  Fie  indeed  fuf- 
pedled  that  Part  of  the  39thChap.  that  fpeaks  of  the  Age 
of  our  Saviour,  to  be  an  Interpolation  *,  but  his  Reafons 
have  been  ft  fficiently  anfwered  by  other  learnedMen, both 
Popifh  and  Droteftant.  ||  But  that  Part  of  the  Chapter 
fufpe&ed  to  be  fpurious,is  at  a  confiderable  Diftance  from 
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that  in  which  Infants  are  fpoken  of,  as  regenerated  unto 
God  ;  which  I  cannot  find  was  ever  controverted.  But 
how  does  that  Miftake  concerning  our  Saviour’s  Age 
notorioufly  contradidt  theBooks  of  theEvangelifts  ?  Where 
is  the  precifeTime  of  the  Age  of  our  Saviour  at  hisDeath 
fet  down  in  any  of  them  ?  Notwithftanding  what  is  faid 
in  the  Evangelifts  concerning  Chrift’s  Age,  Chronolo* 
gers,  it  is  known,  are  not  agreed  to  this  Day,  concerning 
the  exadt  Year  either  of  his  Birth,  or  of  his  Death  ;  fome 
placing,  the  Time  of  his  Death  within  a  few  Years  of  the 
Age  of  which  Iren<eus  fuppofed  him  to  be,  without  being 
charged  with  advancing  Notions  notorioufly  contrary  to 
theWritings  of  theEvangelifts :  And  it'muft  be  confefs’d 
to  be  a  poor  Shift,  to  except  againft  a  Paflage  in  any  Au¬ 
thor,  of  long  Standing,  and  a  well-eftablilhed  Repu¬ 
tation  among  the  ^Learned,  ( and  fuch  has  been  this 
Book  of  Iren<eus)  as  fpurious,  to  evade  the  Force  of  his 
Evidence  ;  becaufe  if  it  be  allowed  to  be  genuine,  his 
Teftimony  will  appear  to  be  convidtive.  But  after  all, 
our  Author  fufpedling,  as  it  feems,  all  his  Exceptions  a* 
gainft  this  I  aflage  to  want  a  Foundation  $  proceeds  to 
give  us  his  Senfe  &Interpretation  of  it.  He  lays,  Pa. 2  2. 
“  The  Queftion  is.  Whether  the  Word  Renafcuntur  is 
“  to  be  rendred  born  again ,  which  is  the  literal  Senfe  of 
“  the  Word, or  baptifed.”  But  the  literalSenfe  of  Words 
is  not  always  in  Authors  the  proper  one,  but  lbmetimes 
the  Figurative ;  and  it  is  known,  that  in  the  Ufe  of  the 
ancient  Chnftians,  the  Word  regenerated  or  born  again ,  is 
conftantly  appropriated  to  fignify  baptized.  He  fays  /bid. 
“  That  the  true  Senfe  of  Iren  a- ns  feems  to  be,  thatChrift: 
“  came  to  fave  all  that  are  regenerated  by  his  Grace  and 
“  Spirit.”  But  this  is  not  excluded,  but  comprehended 
in  Baptifm  ;  tho’  it  be  not  the  whole  of  what  is  intended 
by  Chriftian  Baptifm.  Does  he  not  know,  that  the  Sa¬ 
crament  of  Baptifm  confifts  of  an  outward  Sign,  and  a 
fpiritual  Myftery  fignified  ?  It  is  not  the  bare  outward 
Sign,  the  walking  the  Body  with  Water,  which  is  the 
Chi  iftian  Ordinance  of  Baptifm  j  but  as  it  relates  to  the 
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Thing  fignified,  which  is  Regeneration  by  the  Spirit :  If 
we  fay  otherwife,  we  deftroy  the  Nature  of  it  as  a  Sign. 
But  to  fay,  that  Chrift  came  to  fave  all  that  are  regenera¬ 
ted  by  his  Spirit,  exclufive  of  the  outward  Sign,  or  the 
Sacramental  wafhing  with  Water,  is  to  put  afunder  what 
God  would  have  joined  together  in  thelnftitution ;  Water 
and  the  Spirit  being  joined  together  as  theCaufe  &Means 
of  Regeneration,  or  of  our  new  Birth  (in  thofe  Words  of 
our  Saviour,  Joh.  3  5.  Except  a  Man  be  born  of  Water  and 
of  theSpirit  &c.)  the  Spirit  as  the  principal  efficientCaufe, 
and  wafhing  with  Water,  as  the  outward  Sign,  or  infti- 
tutedMeans  of  the  Spirit’s  Influence.  AndRegeneration 
by  the  Spirit  being  the  moft  confiderable  Part  of  Bap- 
tifm,  the  whole  Sacrament  took  its  Denomination  thence 
with  the  ancientChriftians,as  hathbeenobferved.  NoMan 
can  deny  theUfeof  theWord  in  thisSenfe  by  thofeancient 
Writers  of  the  Church,  but  either  for  want  of  Knowlege, 
or  for  want  of  Honefty  ;  the  former  I  fliall  not  impute  to 
our  Author, for  I  bel  ie  ve  he  knows  better ;  &  asfor  the latter, 
the  want  of  Honefty,  I  fliall  only  refer  him  to  the  next 
Paflage  which  he  has  cited  out  of  JuJlin  Martyr ,  to  con¬ 
vince  him  of  his  Partiality  (on  which  I  am  prefently  to 
make  fomeRemarksj  in  whichPafiage  theWords  Regene¬ 
ration. ,  and  Regenerated,  are  ufed  no  lefs  than  threeTimes 
in  one  inort  Sentence,  for  Baptifm,  and  baptized.  The 
Words  of  thatSentence  are,— “  And  they  are  regenerated 
“  in  the  fame  Way  of  Regeneration  as  we  have  been  re- 
«  o-enerated,  for  they  are  then  wafhed  withWater  in  the 
“  Name  of  the  Father  &c.”  Thefe  Words  (becaufe  he 
thinks,  they  favour  Adulr-Baptifm)  muft  be  taken  for 
o-ranted  without  more  ado, to  mean  Baptifm, or  their  being 
'baptized ,  as  indeed  they  do,  tho’  Juftin  does  not  once  ex¬ 
prefly  mention  Baptifm  in  that  whole  Paragraph.  But 
when  the  fame  Word  is  ufed  in  Iren.eus, becaufe  it  makes 
for  Infant-Baptifm,  muft  not  fignify  their  being  baptized, 
but  only  the  Work  of  the  Spirit  &  Grace  of  Chrift  in  their 
Regeneration.  What  is  Partiality  in  a  Writer,  or  what  is 
abufingof  the  Reader,  if  this  be  not  ? 

V 


And 


Chap.  III. 


IOI 


of  Infant-Baptifori 

And  now,  as  if  he  had  done  the  Bufinefs  with  Iren^us 
his  Teftimony,  he  begins  to  infult  the  Author  of  the  Dia¬ 
logue,  in  an  ironical  Exclamation, Pa.  23.  “  This  is  all 
cs  the  Evidence,  the  undoubted  Evidence  of  Infant-Bap- 
“  tifm,  from  the  Fathers  of  the  two  firft  Centuries.59 
Anf  This  is  good  Evidence  to  an  honeft  Mind,  tho5  not 
all  the  Evidence, that  might  be  produced  from  the  Fathers 
even  of  the  two  firftCenturies ;  yet  it  is  as  good  &  clear  an 
Evidence, as  may  reafonably  be  expedted  from  the  fewWri- 
ters  of  thofe  Centuries.  Ele  is  in  hafte,  I  perceive,  for  his 
Triumph,  tho9  rais’d  on  a  poor  Foundation  :  otherwife, 
if  he  would  wait  a  while,  there  are  more  Evidences  fbill 
behind,  to  be  produced  from  the  Teftimonies  of  the  Fa¬ 
thers  of  the  third  Century,  ( which  he  has  unfairly  exclud¬ 
ed, becaufe  elfe  they  would  have  fpoiled  hisTriumphJand 
from  thofe  Teftimonies,  if  I  miftake  not,  an  undoubted 
Evidence  may  be  made  out,  of  Infant*  Baptifm  obtaining 
in  the  truly  primitive  Church.  And  if  the  Evidence 
produc’d  from  Iren<eus  be  doubtful,  to  a  Man  that  has  a 
mind  to  cavil,  yet  it  is  certainly  better  than  any  our  Anti- 
pasdobaptifts  are  able  to  produce  inFavour  of  theirCaufe ; 
for  they  cannot  bring  fo  much  as  one  Inftance,  from  any 
authentick  Teftimony  of  the  Ancients,  of  a  Perfon  bap¬ 
tized  at  adult  Age,  who  was  born  of  baptized  Parents,at 
leaft  not  in  the  two  firft  Centuries.  Dr  .Gill  thinks,  “It  is 
“  eafy  to  prcducePaiTages  out  of  thofe  ancientWriters  in 
“  Favour  or  Believers  Baptifm.”  So  think  I  too,  both 
from  the  Scripture,  and  from  the  Fathers  }  but  they  are 
nothing  at  all  to  his  Purpofe,  as  I  fhewed  under  the 
ScriptureTnftances  of  Adult- Baptifm. 

However,  there  is  one  more  of  the  ancient  Writers 
(and  it  is  the  third  and  laft  of  theFathersof  the  two  firft 
Centuries,  he  has  thought  fit  to  cite)  and  that*  is  Juftin 
Martyr ,  whofe  Teftimony  he  alledges  in  Favour,  he  fop- 
poles,  of  Adult-Baptifm  *,  it  is  that  which  I  now  juft  re~ 
fer’d  to.  The  Pafiage  is  taken  out  or  Juftin' s  Apology 
for  the  Chrittians  of  that  Age,prefented  to  the  Emperhr 
Antoninus  Pins ,  and  the  Senate  of  Rome,  I  fhall  let  it 
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down  at  large,  fo  far  as  it  relates  to  the  prefent  SubieCt 
It  is  as  follows,  J 

“  As  many  as  are  perfuaded  and  do  believe  theThings 
c<  taught  and  faid  by  us  to  be  true,  and  do  promife  to 
45 c  live  according  to  them,  are  indru&ed  to  pray  and  afk 
ec  of  God,  with  Fading,  theForgivenefs  of  their  padSins, 
€C  we  praying  and  fading  together  with  them,  and  then 
<c  they  are  brought  by  us  where  there  is  Water,  and  they 
*c  are  regenerated  in  the  fameWay  of  Regeneration ,  as  we 
€i  have  been  regenerated  ;  for  they  are  then  walked  in 
Water,  in  the  Name  of  the  Father  and  Lord 
<c  God  of  all,  and  in  the  Name  of  our  Saviour  Je- 
*c  fus  Chrid,  and  of  the  holy  Spirit.”  This  Paflage  is 
made  much  Account  of  by  the  AntipaedobaptidWriters, 
and  is  often  quoted  by  them  as  if  it  were  defignedly  writ¬ 
ten  as  an  Apology  for  them,  and  a  full  Judification  of 
their  Caufe :  whereas  there  is  not  a  Word  in  it  that  makes 
for  their  peculiar  Practice ;  for  tho*  it  be  undoubted,  that 
fujlin  here  fpeaks  of  the  Baptifm  of  the  Adult,  yet  it  is 
alfo  unquedionable,that  thofe  adult  Perfons  fpoken  of  as 
regenerated,  orbaptiz’d,were  fuch  as  were  converted  from 
Heathenifm  to  Chridianity.  For  firfi ,  the  Baptifms  of 
Converts  from  Heathenifm  were  mod  frequent  in  that 
Age  ;  the  Heathens  being  brought  by  the  Preaching  of 
the  Gofpel  in  the  greated  Numbers  into  the  Church  of 
Chrid,  in  the  two  or  three  fird  Centuries.  Dr.  Walli up- 
pofes  (and  it  is  no  improbable  Conjecture,)  “  that  the 
44  Apodles  at  their  Death  left  the  World  in  fuch  a  State, 
€C  as  that  there  was  probably  an  Hundred  Heathens  left 
for  one  Chridian,  even  in  the  Roman  Empire,  where 
they  fpent  mod  of  their  Pains  ;  but  at  theEnd  of  three 
44  or  four  Hundred  Years  there  were  probably  tenChridi- 
<c  ans  for  oneHeathen.”  *  Now  when  theWorldwasbe- 
comingChridiaivnd  fuchMultitudes  were  daily  brought 
over  from  Paganifm  to  Chridianity,  the  Baptifms  of  adult 
Perfons  mud  be  fuppofedto  be  more  common,and  greatly 
to  exceed  in  Number  the  Baptifms  of  the  Children  of 

Chridians, 

;  trail's  Hilt.  Pan  II.  Chap.  i.  j  zt 


Chap.  III. 


of  Infant-Baptifm,  103 

Chriftians,  whether  we  fuppofe  them  baptiz’d  in  Infancy, 
or  at  Adult- Age.  There  is  noPsedobaptift  but  what  in  the 
Age&Circumftances  in  which  Juftin  lived  ('being  about  to 
inform  Heathens  &  Strangers  to  the  Chriltian  Profeffion 
concerning  the  Way  &  Manner  of  admitting  Profelytes 
into  the  Chriftian  Church)  would  have  given  without  all 
Scruple  the  fameAccount  that  Juftin  doth  here.  Secondly , 
The  Mention  of  thefe  Adult-Baptifms  was  not  fuitable 
to  the  Defign  of  Juftirfs  Apology  ;  which  was  to  vindi¬ 
cate  the  Chriftians  of  thofe  Times  from  the  vile  &  odious 
Afperfions  call  on  them  by  their  Heathen  Adverfaries, 
by  whom  they  were  reprefented  as  a  wicked  Confederacy, 
and  as  a  Body  of  Men  ill-  affe£ted  to  Cafar  and  the  Roman 
Empire,  nourilhing  Principles  of  Difloyalty  and  Sedi¬ 
tion  in  their  Society,  on  Purpofe  to  ftir  up  the  Heathen 
Powers  to  perfecute,  and  extirpate  them.  And  this  Sul- 
picion  might  be  augmented  by  the  great  Numbers  of  the 
Heathen  Subjects  of  the  Empire  joining  themfelves  to 
theirCommunity,  which  might  occalion  their  being  look’d 
upon  as  dangerous  to  the  Roman  Government.  And  no¬ 
thing  could  conduce  more  effedually  to  wipe  off  this  vile 
Calumny,  and  remove  all  Grounds  of  Sufpicion,  than  the 
giving  a  juft  and  plain  Account  of  the  Manner  of  their 
admitting  Profelytes  from  among  the  Heathen  ;  that  no 
fadious  Principles  were  inftilled  into  them,  but  only  the 
Truths  and  Precepts  of  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift,  calculated 
for  the  Benefit  of  Mankind  and  of  Society  -9  that  noRites 
were  made  Ufe  of  in  their  Admiffion,  but  what  were  in¬ 
nocent,  and  favour’d  of  Piety,  obliging  them  to  Rever¬ 
ence  and  Devotion  to  the  great  God  &  Lord  of  all,  which 
being  rightly  underftood  could  give  no  Umbrage  to  the 
Government,  nay,  which  could  not  but  be  jollified  by  the 
Principles  of  the  natural  Law  remaining  inHeathenMen. 
And  therefore  it  was  with  great  Wifdom  and  Propriety 
that  Juftin  being  about  to  give  fomeAccount  of  Chriftian 
Baptifm,  chofe  to  exemplify  it  in  adult  Converts  from 
Heathenifm.  We  can’t  fuppofe  theHeathen  to  be  under 
any  Sufpicion  or  Concern  about  the  Infants  of  Chriftians, 

II  4  ~  how 


104 


A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  III. 

how  they  difpos’d  of  them, or  what  Share  they  had  in  theih 
Religion  ;  they  might  reafonably  conclude,that  they  ini¬ 
tiated  them  into  the  fameReligion  which  they  themfelves 
prolefs  d.  Suppofing  therefore  the  baptizing  of  Infants  to 
have  been  then  a  general  Practice,  yet  it  had  been  imper¬ 
tinent  to  the  Purpofe  of  the  ,Apologift,in  explaining  this 
Chriftian  Rite  toHeathens,  to  have  produc’d  the  Inftan- 
ces  of  fuch  Baptifms.  Nor  was  it  his  Defign,to  open  and 
declare  all  the  Myfteries  of  the  Chriftian  Religion  to  an 
Heathen  Emperour  ;  but  only  to  vindicate  the  Chriftians 
in  thofe  Points  in  which  they  were  moft  liable  to  the  ma¬ 
licious  Cenfures  of  their  Pagan  Adverfaries.  Now  what 
can  be  gathered  hence  to  the  Advantage  of  the  Caufe  of 
Antipasdobaptifm  ?  Is  there  the  leaft  Proof,  or  indeed 
Probability,  that  the  Inftances  o i  Adult-Baptifm  refer’d 
to  by  JuJlin ,  were  of  any  Children  of  Chriftian  Parents, 
who  had  been  denied  Baptifm  in  Infancy  ?  If  not,  and  it 
is  certain  there  is  not,  then  this  Citation  from  that  ancient 
Writer,  as  it  affords  noArgument  or  Evidence  for  Infant- 
Baptifm,  fo  it  makes  nothing  againft  it,  or  for  theCaufe 
of  our  Adverfaries. 

Our  Author  proceeds  to  touch  on  the  third  Century, 
but  ftops  ftiort,  and  fays,P.  24.  “As  to  the  third  Century , 
<c  it  will  be  allow’d  that  it  (i.  e.  Infant-Baptifm )  was 
cc  fpcken  of  in  it.”  A  poor  Conceffion  !  IF  he  had  been 
ingenuous  and  honeft,  he  lhou’d  have  faid,  it  was  abun¬ 
dantly  confirmed  by  the  Teftimonies  of  moft  of  the  an¬ 
cient  Writers  in  that  Century,  not  only  as  the  common 
Practice  of  the  Church  in  their  Time,  but  as  what  had 
been  the  conftant  Ufage  from  the  Days  of  the  Apoftles. 
But  it  feems,  the  Force  of  Truth  has,  as  yet,  extorted  no 
more  from  him,  than  that  it  was  then  fpcken  of:  But  left 
we  fhou’d  lay  any  Weight  even  on  this  poor  Conceffion, 
he  has  taken  Care  to  explain  and  limit  it  in  fuch  a  Man¬ 
ner  that  it  might  not  ferve  for  our  Turn.  And  that  it 
might  not  offend  his  own  Party,  there  are  two  Things  he 
has  to  fay  to  qualify  it  to  their  Guft.  Firft>  that  it  did 
but  begin  to  be  fpcken  of  in  the  third  Century.  Secondly* 
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that  the  Man  that  firft  fpoke  of  it,fpoke  againft  it.  For 
fays  he,  ibid,  “  As  foon  as  it  was  mention’d,  it  was  op- 
“  pofed  ;  and  the  very  firftMan  that  mentions  it,  fpeaks 
“  againft  it, namely  I'ertullian.”  So  that  according  to  this 
Writer,  Infant-Baptii'm  was  never  fpoken  of  till  the  third 
Century  ;  aSpecimen  of  the  Gentleman’s  highConfidence 
(when  he  would  have  his  bold  Afiertions  pafs  for  Argu¬ 
ment)  without  the  leaftFoundation  of  Truth  that  appears. 
But  how  came  Infant-Baptifm  to  be  oppos’d  before  it  was 
fpoken  of  ?  Or  why  did  ’Tertullian ,  if  he  was  the  firftMan 
that  mention’d  it,  fpeak  againft  it  ?  Did  he  fight  with  his 
own  Shadow  ? — But  that  we  may  know  what  Weight  is 
to  be  laid  on  the  Teftimony  of  this  ancient  Father,  let 
us  confider  his  Words  with  fome  brief  Obfervations  on 
them.  His  Words  are  cited  at  length  by  Dr.  Wall,  in  his 
Hiftory  of  Infant-Baptifm  :*  they  are  in  hisBook  de  bap- 
tifmo ,  Cap.  18.  I  fhall  tranfcribe  fo  much  of  them  as  more 
immediately  relates  to  the  Subject  in  Debate,  which  are 
as  follows. 

— -  “  According  to  every  One’s  Condition,  andDifpo- 
“  fition,  and  alfo  their  ;Age,  the  delaying  of  Baptifm  is 
“  more  profitable,  efpecially  in  the  Cafe  of  littleChildren. 
“  For  what  Need  is  there”  (it  is  added  in  fome  more  an¬ 
cient  Editions,  as  Dr.  IV all  obferves,  unlejs  in  Cafe  of  Ne- 
ceffity)  “  that  the  (Sponfors) God-fathers  fhould  be  brought 
“  into  Danger  ?  becaule  they  may  either  fail  of  their 
“  Promifes  by  Death,  or  they  may  be  miftaken  by  a 
“  Child’s  proving  of  a  wicked  Difpofition.  Our  Lord 
“  fays  indeed,  Do  not  forbid  them  to  come  unto  me.  There  - 
“  f°re  let  them  come  when  they  are  grown  up.  Let  them 
“  come  when  they  underftand  ;  when  they  are  inftrudted 
“  whither  (for  what  End)  it  is  that  they  come ;  let  them 
“  be  madeChriftians  when  they  can  know  Chrift  :  what 
“  need  their  guiltlefs  (innocent)  Age  make  fuch  Hafte  to 
“  the  Forgivenefs  of  Sins  ?  —  For  no  lefs  Reafon.unmar- 
5‘  ned  Perfons  ought  to  be  ( delayed )  kept  oft',  who  are 
“  likeiy  to  come  into  1'emptation,  as  well  thofe  (in Fir- 
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ginity)  that  never  were  Married,  as  thofe  in  Widow- 
hood,tor  being  without  theirPartners,  until  they  either 

<c  Marry ,  or  be  confirmed  in  Continence . — - 

Let  me  here  obferve  a  few  Things, 
i«  Of  <7 ertullian  himfelf,  who  (tho’  a  learnedMan,  and 
by  his  Writings  did  good  Service  totheCaufeof  Chrifti- 
anicy)  was  yet  noted  by  the  Ancients  &Moderns  that  have 
read  his  Works,  for  a  Man  inclin’d  to  Angular  and  odd 
Fancies,  and  who  held  divers  ftrange  and  heterodox  O- 
pinions,  and  in  his  latter  Days  fell  into  the  Herefy  of  the 
Montanijls ,  which  was  had  in  great  Deteftation  in  the 
primitiveChurch ;  whereby  he  loll  muchof  hisReputation 
with  the  Church  in  following  Ages  •,  that  his  Judgment 
or  Opinion  was  never  accounted  of  any  great  Authority 
or  Weight  for  deciding  Controverfies  in  Religion. 

2.  T  hat  he  was  a  Man  addidted  to  ftrange  and  odd 
Opinions,  appears  from  feveral  Inftances  in  the  Paffage 
cited,  befides  that  which  relates  to  Infants  Baptifm ;  fuch 
as  his  Expofition  of  our  Saviour’s  Words,  Forbid  not  little 
Children  to  comt  unto  me ,  that  is,  fays  he,  Let  them  come 
when  they  are  grown  up — when  they  understands  &c.  which 
is  a  Senfe  quite  contrary  to  that  of  our  Saviour,  who 
plainly  means  thofe  little  Children  which  were  bro’t  to 
him  in  Arms,  and  others  of  the  like  Age  •,  otherwife  his 
Words  could  not  be  underftood  as  corredting  a  Fault  in 
hisDifciples  for  rebuking  them  :  They  would  have  never 
rebuked  them,  if  they  came  to  Chrift  when  they  were 
grown  up  •,  yet  thisExample  of  theDifciples,  thus  blam¬ 
ed  and  corrected  by  thefe  Words  of  our  Saviour,  is  fol¬ 
lowed  by  tfertullian  in  giving  the  Senfe  of  them.  Ano¬ 
ther  odd  Exprefiion  he  has,  when  he  calls  the  Age  of  In¬ 
fants,  their  innocent  or  guiltlefs  Age ,  which  he  gives  as  a 
Reafon  why  they  have  no  Need  to  make  hafte  to  Baptifm 
for  the  Forgivenefs  of  Sins  \  yet  in  other  Parts  of  his 
Works,  he  plainly  confefles  the  original  Defilement  and 
Sintulnefs  of  Man’s  Nature  •,  as  in  his  Book  de  Anima ,  he 
has  thefe  Words,  “  Every  Soul  is  reckon’d  as  in  Adam 
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*«  unclean, till  it  be  fo  enroll’d;  &finful,becaufe  unclean” — 
and  more  to  thatPurpofe.  Which  naturalDefilement  was 
always  improv’d,  as  a  Reafon  by  the  Ancients  lor  the 
Baptifm  of  Infants.  Another  Inftance  as  odd  and  unac¬ 
countable  as  any,  is  his  Advice  to  Virgins  and  Widows 
to  delay  their  Baptifm,  till  they  are  pall  the  Danger  of 
Temptation  thro’  Lull,  either  till  they  were  Married,or 
confirmed  in  Continence  :  for  fear,  I  fuppofe,  of  falling 
into  Sins  afterwards.  (Not  that  Sins  after  Baptifm  were 
thought  unpardonable,  but  next  to  unpardonable,  the 
Guilt  andStain  whereof  being  with  greatDifficulty  walhed 
out)  StrangeAdvice  to  be  given  by  one  of  the  facred  Or¬ 
der,  which  is  no  more  agreable  to  ourAdverfaries  in  this 
Controverfy,  than  to  us  ;  fuch  as  many  wicked  Men  are 
apt  to  improve  for  delaying  their  Converfion  to  God  ! 
and  to  advife  any  adult  unbaptiz’d  Perfons  to  delay  their 
Baptifm  till  they  are  out  of  the  Danger  of  Temptations, 
is  in  Effect  to  advife  them  to  delay  their  Converfion  for 
the  baptifmal  Dedication  to  God  is  the  compleating  Ad 
of  Chriftian  Converfion.  Whence  it  appears  how  little 
Weight  is  to  be  laid  on  this  Father’s  Judgment. 

3.  If  weconfider  the  above-cited  Pafifage,  not  only  as 
it  declares  what  was  theAdvice  or  Judgment  of  Tertullian 
about  the  baptizing  of  Infants,  but  as  it  relates  to  thePra- 
dice  of  the  Church  at  that  Day,  it  appears  to  be  rather  a 
Teftimony  in  Favour  of  Paedobaptifm,  than  againft  it. 
TheSubjed  of  our  prefentEnquiry  is  not,what  this  or  the 
the  other  Father’s  Judgment  or  Opinion  was  in  the  Cafe, 
but  what  the  common  Practice  of  the  Church  was  in  that 
Age  withReference  to  the  baptizing  ofChildren  ;  and  tho’ 
■ Tertullian  has  declar’d  his  particular  Judgment  againft  it, 
and  pleads  for  its  Delay  till  riper  Years  ;  yet  he  has  de¬ 
liver’d  it  in  iuch  a  Manner  as  plainly  fuppofes  it  to  have 
been  in  common  Ufe.  He  is  the  firft  Man  (fays  our  Au¬ 
thor)  that  mentions  Infant-Baptifm,  and  J peaks  againft  it. 
What  does  he  infer  thence  ?  Therefore  it  had  not  come 
into  Ufe  in  the  Church  before  hisTime  !  So  he  is  the  firft 
Man,  I  fuppofe,  that  mentions  the  Baptifm  of  unmarried 
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People,  Virgins  and  Widows,  and  fpeaks  againft  it,  and 
as  earneftly  pleads  for  its  Delay  till  theDanger  of  Temp¬ 
tation  is  paft,tillMarriage  or  the  abatement  of  Luft.  Will 
it  thence  follow,  that  theBaptifm  of  fuch  unmarriedPeo- 
ple  did  not  obtain  in.  the  Church  till  Tertullian's  Time  ? 
Or  that  it  firft  began  then  to  be  in  Ufe  ?  Our  Author 
may  as  reafonably  infer  the  latter  as  the  former.  There 
is  not  a  Word  in  ‘Tertullian  intimating  that  the  Practice 
of  Infant-Baptifm  did  not  obtain  in  the  Church  before 
his  Time.  But  the  very  Words  in  which  he  gives  his  O- 
pinion  againft  it,  do  plainly  enough  imply  it  to  have  been 
a  common  Practice.  For  why  fhould  he  plead  for  the  de¬ 
laying  the  Baptifm  of  little  Children  as  more  profitable, 
if  no  fuchThing  had  been  in  Ufe  ?  And  his  fpeaking  of 
Sponfors ,  or  God-fathers,fhews  there  had  been  fome  fuch 
Cuftom.  And  his Words,  what  need  their  innocent  Age  make 
fuch  hajletotheForgivenefs  of  Sins?  (i.e.inBaptifm)  plainly 
fuppofe  it  to  have  been  aThing  cuftomary  in  theChurch, 
to  bringlnfantsquickly  after theirBirth  toBaptifm.  But 
4.  After  all,what  is  itthat ‘Tertullian  has  fpoken,  againft 
the  baptizing  of  Infants  ?  ’Tis  true,  he  has  given  it  as 
his  Judgment,thatit  is  more  profitable  that  theirBaptifm 
fhould  be  defer’d  till  they  come  to  riperYears,to  be  able 
to  underftand  fomething  of  the  Nature  and  Defign  of  it. 
But  he  is  far  from  going  to  the  Heights  of  our  prefent 
Antipasdobaptifts  •,  he  does  not  condemn  it  as  unlawful, 
as  they  do,  and  as  he  would  have  done  if  it  was  but  then 
brought  into  theChurch,  as  an  Innovation  contrary  to  the 
Rule  of  Scripture,  or  without  the  Approbation  or  Direc¬ 
tion  of  theApoftles.  On  the  contrary,  he  allows  it  inCafe 
of  Neceflity,  i.  e.  in  Danger  of  Death.  And  do  not  moll 
Children  fomeTime  or  other  in  their  weak  infantileState 
become  obnoxious  to  fuch  aNeceffity  ?  So  that  he  would 
have  been  as  far  from  efteeming  their  Baptifm  void  and 
null, or  from  thinking  it  needed  to  be  repeated, when  it  had 
been  once  adminiftred,  as  we  may  fuppofe  he  wou’d  have 
been  from  condemning  the  Baptifm  of  thole  that  are  un¬ 
married,  or  requiring  a  Repetition  of  ic,  tho’  he  equally 
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fpeaks  againft  it,  and  fays  it  ought  to  be  delayed,  Non 
minori  deCau fa, for  no  lefsReafon  than  that  of  Infants.  So 
that  upon  the  whole,  our  Antipaedobaptifts  are  but  little 
befriended  by  this  Teftimony  of  Tertullian ,  and  have  but 
little  Reafon  to  glory  in  it :  Tho’  (whereas  Dr.  Gill  tells 
us,  he  was  the  firft  Man  that  mentioninglnlant-Baprifm 
fpoke  againft  it,  he  fhould  have  laid, that)  he  was  the  only 
Man  in  all  Antiquity,of  thole  whofe  Writings  are  come 
down  to  us,  who  has  faid  any  Thing  againft  it. 

But  he  goes  on  to  fay,  P.  24.  “  The  Truth  of  theMat- 
“  ter  is,  that  Infant-Baptifm  was  moved  for  in  the  third 
“  Century  ;  got  Footing  &  Eftablilhment  in  the  fourth 
“  and  fifth ;  and  fo  prevail’d  until  the  Time  of  the  Re- 
“  formation.”  This  is  fo  lar  from  being  the  Truth  of  the 
Matter,  that  it  is  a  manifeft  difguifing  of  the  Truth,  and 
a  meer  Figment  of  the  Brain,  deftituteof  the  leaft  Sha¬ 
dow  of  Proof  that  can  be  produced.  But  fince  he  allows 
thePaedobaptifts  no  more  Evidence  from  the  gdCentury, 
than  that  Infant-Baptifm  began  then  to  be  fpoken  of ;  and 
be  fure  he  would  produce  no  more  than  what  he  thought 
made  for  hisCaufe,(all  theAuthors  he  has  cited, or  reler’d 
to,I  have  examin’d, &  fhewed  how  little  Ad  vantage  he  has 
gained  by  them)  it  is  therefore  meet, and  proper, and  what 
may  reafonably  be  expected,  that  to  undeceive  theReader 
I  Ibould  produce  theTeftimonies  of  the  ancientFathers  in 
theBehalf  of  Infant-Baptifrnjwhich  being  laid  together, will 
(I  perluade  myfelf )  amount  to  an  undoubtedEvidence  to 
every  unprejudic’d  Mind,  that  Infant-Baptifm  generally 
obtain'd  in  the  truly  primitive  Church. 

And  for  this  End,  I  might  refer  the  Englifh  Reader  to 
a  Book  I  have  had  Occafion  to  cite  feveral  Times  already, 
entitled,  The  Hiftory  of  Infant-Baptifm ,  written  by  Dr, 
lVall,viho  has  with  great  Induftry  made  a  faithfulCollec- 
tion  of  the  feveral  Paffages  in  the  ancient  Fathers  of  the 
four  firft  Centuries,  that  make  for, or  againft  Infant  Bap- 
tilm.  And  becaufe  the  Book  is  fcarce  in  thefe  Parts, and 
but  in  very  few  Hands,  I  fhall  take  leave  to  tranfcribe  a 
few  of  thel'e  Paffages,  (out  of  the  great  Numbers  cited) 

that 


i  io  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap  III, 

that  are  plain  &  pertinent  to  the  Purpofe,and  may  fuffice 
to  give  full  Satisfaction  to  the  Reader  •,  tho  forBrevity’s 
Sake  I  fhall  leave  out  the  originalWords  of  theAuthors, 
which  are  fet  down  at  large  by  the  foremention’d  Writer.  * 
Several  of  the  Ancients  of  the  firft  and  fecond  Century, 
befides  Iren^us,  are  brought  in  giving  their  Suffrage  to 
Infant-Baptifm  by  more  remote  Hints.  Particularly, 
Jufiin  Martyr  fpeaks  of  Baptifm  being  to  us  Chriftians  in- 
ftead  of  Circumcifion  f  ("in  his  Dialogue  with  Trypho)  in 
thefe  Words,  “We  alio  who  by  him  have  had  Accefs  to 
“  God, have  not  receivedthiscarnalCircumcifion,but  the 
“  fpiritualCircumcifion,  which  Enoch  and  thofe  like  him 
“  have  obferved.  And  we  have  received  it  by  Baptifm, 
by  theMercy  of  God,becaufe  we  were  Sinners ;  and  it 
“  is  enjoin’d  to  allPerfons  to  receive  it  by  the  fameWay.’* 
In  the  fame  Senfe  the  ancient  Fathers  generally  fpake  of 
Baptifm,  as  the  fpiritual  Circumcifion ,  fucceeding  to  us 
Chriftians  in  the  Room  of  the  carnal  Circumcifion ,  agrea- 
bly  to  the  Words  of  the  Apoftle  PW,  Col.  2.  11,  12. 
From  whence  the  Confequence  is  eafy  to  be  prov’d,  that 
Baptifm  which  is  the  Chriftian  Circumcifion,  ought  to 
be  apply’d  to  Infants,  as  Circumcifion  in  the  Flefh  was  to 
thelnfants  ofthejews.  Buttocome  to  the  nextCentury. — 
The  firft  I  fhall  mention  isOrigenfffho  flourifhed  in  the 
Beginning  of  the  third  Century,  and  was  for  fome  Time 

Contemporary 

* 

*  N.  B.  Tho’  the  few  following  Quotations  from  the  Fathers  are  tsken 
at  fecond  Hand,  yet  we  may  be  fecure  as  to  the  Fidelity  and  Im¬ 
partiality  of  the  learned  Writer  mention’d,  from  whom  I  have  taken 
them.  And  I  had  leis  Need  to  have  Recourfe  to  the  original  Au¬ 
thors  (as  I  defign’d  to  have  done  before  the  Publication  of  thefe  Pa¬ 
pers,  not  having  the  Fathers  by  me  at  my  firft  Writing)  fince  I  find 
Mr.  Whijlon,  who  was  well  vers’d  in  the  Fathers  of  the  four  firft 
Centuries,  and  after  he  had  embrac’d  the  Communion  of  the  Bap- 
tifts,  in  his  Addrefs  to  that  People,  declaring  to  them,  that  Dr.  Waif  s 
Hiftory  of  Infant  Baptifm,  “  as  to  theFacls,”  appear’d  to  him,  “moil 
“  accurately  done,  and  might  be  depended  on  by  theBaptifts  them- 
“  felves.”  Mem.  of  his  Life.  Part.  II.  P.  461.  So  that  the  Reader  has 
no  Caufe  to  fufpett,  that  the  Truth  or  Genuinenefs  of  the  laid  Quo¬ 
tations  will  be  contefted  by  any  of  our  Adverlaries, 
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Contemporary  mthTertullian.  He  plainly  declareslnfant- 
Baptifm  to  have  been  ufed  in  the  Church  (in  hisHomily  8. 
on  Lev.  Chap.  12.)  where  he  haththefe  Words,*  “  Hear 
**  David  fpeaking,  I  was,f; ays  he,  conceived  in  Iniquity, and 
“  inSin  did  my  Mother  bring  me  forth :  Shewing,  that  every 
“  Soul  that  is  born  in  theFlefh,is  polluted  with  theFifth|of 
*£  Sin  and  Iniquity,  &  that  therefore  that  was  faid  which 
“  we  mentioned  before,  that  none  is  clean  from  Pollution , 
“  thoy  his  Life  be  but  of  the  Length  of  one  Day.  Befides 
“  all  this,  let  it  be  confidered,  what  is  the  Reafon,  that 
“  whereas  the  Baptifm  of  the  Church  is  given  for  theFor- 
“  givenefs  of  Sins,  Infants  alfo  are  by  the  Ufage  of  the 
“  Church  baptized  :  when,  if  there  were  Nothing  in  In- 
“  fants  that  wanted  Forgivenefs  &  Mercy,  the  Grace  of 
“  Baptifm  would  be  needlefs  to  them.”  To  the  fame 
Purpofe  he  fpeaks  ( Homily  14.  on  Luke)  -f  “  Infants  are 
“  baptized  for  the  Forgivenefs  of  Sins.  Of  what  Sins  ? 
“  Or  when  have  they  finned  ?  Or  how  can  any  Reafon 
“  of  the  Laver  hold  good  in  their  Cafe,  but  according  to 
“  that  Senfe  that  we  mention’d  even  now,  'None  is  free 
“  from  Pollution ,  tho'  his  Life  be  but  of  the  Length  of  one 
“  Day  upon  the  Earth  ?  And  it  is  for  that  Reafon,  be- 
“  caufe  by  the  Sacrament  of  Baptifm  thePollution  of  our 
“  Birth  is  taken  away,  that  Infants  are  baptized.”  And 
in  another  Place  he  affirms, the  Church  had  received  it  as 
a  Doftrine  orTradition  from  the  Apoftles,  to  baptize  In¬ 
fants — +  ( Comment .  on  the  Epittle  to  the  Romans,Book  5.) 
“  In  the  Law  it  is  commanded, that  a  Sacrifice  be  offered 
*'  for  every  Child  that  is  born  (Lev.  12. 6.)  A  pair  of  Pur - 
“  tie  Doves  and  two  young  Pigeons  :  of  which  one  is  for 
“  a  Sin-offering,  the  other  for  aBurnt-offering. — For  what 
“  Sin  is  this  young  Pigeon  offered  ?  Can  theChiid  that 
“  is  new  born, have  committed  anySin  ?  It  has  even  then 
“  Sin, for  which  the  Sacrifice  is  commanded  to  be  offer’d  •, 
<c  from  which  even  he  whofe  Life  is  but  of  one  Day  is 
“  denied  to  be  f  ree.  Of  this  Sin,  David  is  fuppos’d  to 
“  have  faid  that  which  we  mention’d  before  In  Sin  did 

“  my 
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€C  my  Mother  conceive  me  :  for  there  is  in  the  Hiftory  no 
Account  of  any  particular  Sin  that  his  Mother  had 
committed.  For  this  alfo  it  was, that  the  Church  had 
Mo  from  theApoJlles  a  ‘Tradition  (orOrder)togiveBaptifm 
“  even  to  Infants  ;  for  they  to  whom  the  divine  Myfte- 
cc  ries  were  committed,  knew  that  there  is  in  all  Perfcns 
<c  the  natural  Pollution  of  Sin, which  ought  tobewafh’d 
“  away  by  Water  and  the  Spirit ;  by  Reafon  of  which 
“  the  Body  it  felf  is  alfo  called  the  Body  of  Sin” 

Thefe  Teftimonies  of  Origen  are  fo  clear  and  full  as  to 
put  the  Matter  in  Debate  out  of  all  reafonable  Doubt,  if 
any  Credit  can  be  given  to  them  :  And  there  is  no  Rea¬ 
fon  that  appears,  why  they  fhould  not  be  credited  ;  and 
our  Adverfaries  can  object  nothing  of  any  Moment,  but 
that  they  are  Tranflations  (as  moft  of  Origen' s  Works  are 
Tranflations  out  oitheGreek^xn  which  he  wrote, into  Latin) 
But  the  Fidelity  of  the  Tranftators,and  the  Authentical- 
nefs  of  thefe  Paffages,  are  fufficiently  vindicated  by  Dr. 
W all yto  the  Satisfadion  of  all  impartial  Enquirers.*  And 
thefe  Teftimonies  of  Origen  deferve  greater  Regard,  in 
that  he  was  one  of  the  moft  learned  Men  of  the  Age,  and 
he  vifited  aijd  refided  for  fomeTime  in  feveral  of  the  moft 
eminent  Churches  in  his  Day  ;  for  he  was  born  and  e- 
ducated  at  Alexandria  in  Egypt^nd  he  travelled  to  Rome , 
to  Greece ,  to  PaleJiine^ndSyria ,  &  into  otherParts,where 
he  fpent  his  Labours  :  And  therefore  mult  be  tho’t  to 
be  well  acquainted  with  theCuftom  oftheChuiches  *,  and 
living  fo  near  the  Age  of  the  Apoftles,  being  born  Anno 
Domini  185,  within  an  Hundred  Years  of  the  Apoftles  ; 
he  could  not  poftibly  be  ignorant  how  the  Cafe  flood  as 
to  the  baptizing  of  Infants  in  the  Times  of  the  Apoftles. 
Efpecially  fince  his  Father  and  Grandfather  were  both 
Chriftians,  from  whom  he  might  have  certain  Informa¬ 
tion  about  this  Matter  ;  and  is  therefore  to  be  admitted 
as  a  competent  Witnefs  both  for  his  own  Times  and  the 
Age  preceeding,up  to  the  Apoftles.  And  he  exprefly  de¬ 
clares  it  to  be  the  common  Ufage  of  the  Church, to  bap¬ 
tize 
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tize  Infants, and  that  the  Church  received  it  as  a  Dodrine 
or  Tradition  from  the  Apoftles.  For  we  may  obferve, 
that  he  does  not  fpeak  of  it  as  a  Thing  at  all  oppofed,  or 
denied  by  any  One,  but  occafionally  refers  to  it  for  il- 
luftrating  and  confirming  other  Points  he  was  handling,' 
as  that  which  was  generally  known  and  approved  in  the 
Church.  And  the  fame  Thing  may  be  obferved  of  the 
Teftimoniesof  the  otherFathers  of  thatAge  :  They  do  not 
any  of  them  fet  themfelves  to  defend  or  plead  for  it, as  if  it 
met  with  Oppofition  fromGainfayers  •,  but  by  occafional 
Hints  they  give  us  plainly  to  underhand,  it  was  the  ge¬ 
neral  approved  Practice. 

The  next  of  the  Fathers  whofe  Teftimony  I  fhall  pro-' 
duce,  is  the  bleffed  Martyr  Cyprian ,  who  next  to  Origen 
was  the  moft  noted  Writer  of  the  Church  of  that  Age, 
and  who  was  for  fome  Time  his  Contemporary.  (ForCy- 
prian  was  made  Bilhop  of  Carthage  in  the  Year  2  4  8,  and 
Origen  died  in  the  Year  252.  •f)  The  Teftimony  of  this 
ancient  Writer  which  I  refer  to,  was  occafioned  by  3 
Queftion  fent  him  by  Fidus ,  a  Prejby'.er  or  Bifhop  in  the 
Country,  which  was,  Whether  an  Infant  might  be  baptized 
before  it  was  eight  Days  old  ?  TheReafon  of  his  Doubt, 
it  feems,  was  the  Law  of  Circumcifion,  which  under  the 
Old-Teftament  required  an  Infant  to  be  circumcis’d  the 
eighth  Day  from  its  Birth.  TheRefolution  which  Cyprian 
in  a  Council  of  Bifhops  aflembled  at  Carthage ,  A.D. 25?, 
gave  to  this  Queftion,  was  to  this  Eft'ed,  That  an  Infant 
might  be  baptiz’d  on  the  2d  or  3d  Day, or  any  Time  after 
his  Birth ;  and  that  Circumcifion  (befides  its  Sacramental 
Nature)  had  fomething  typical  in  it,  particularly  it’s  be¬ 
ing  adminiftred  on  the  eighth  Day,  which  ceas’d  at  the 
coming  of  Chrift,who  has  given  us  Baptifm,  the  fpiritual 
Circumcifion,  in  which  we  are  not  tied  up  to  thatCircum  - 
ftance  of  the  Age.  ft  his  Refolution  of  Cyprian  had  the 
unanimous  Concurrence  of  every  one  of  his  Colleagues, 

as  his  Epiftle  to  Fidus  teftifies.  The  Inlcription  of  it 
funs  thus, 
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Cyprian  and  the  reft  of  the  Colleagues,  who  are  prefent 
in  Council,  in  Number  fixty  fix,  to  Fidus  our  Bro¬ 
ther,  Greeting.  * 

The  Epiftle  is  too  large  to  be  inferted  at  full  Length ; 
I  {hall  extradl  a  few  Paragraphs  from  it,whichmay  fuffice 
to  give  us  the  Sentiments  ol  thofe  Ancients  on  this  Cafe. 
Thus  Cyprian  writes  in  the  Name  of  the  iorementioned 
Bifhops  ; 

— “As  to  theCafe  of  Infants,  whereas  youjudge,that  they 
“  raujl  not  be  baptijed  within  two  or  three  Days  after  they 
“  •  are  born,and  that  theLaw  of  the  ancientCircumcifion  is  to 
“  be  obferved ,  fo  that  you  think  none  jhould  be  baptized  and 
“  fanbiified  before  the  eighth  Day  after  he  is  born  :  We 
“  were  all  in  our  Affembly  of  a  far  different  Opinion  ; 
“  for  in  this  which  you  thought  fitting  to  be  done,  there 
“  was  not  one  that  was  of  your  Mind.  But  all  of  us  ra- 
“  ther  judged,  that  the  Grace  and  Mercy  of  God  is  to  be 
“  denied  to  no  Perfon  born  :  For  whereas  our  Lord  in 
'  “  his  Gofpel  fays,  'The  Son  of  Man  came  not  to  destroy 

£  ‘  Mens  Souls  (or  Lives)  but  to  fave  them —  As  far  as  lies 
“  in  us, no  Soul  if  poffible  is  to  be  loft. — That  the  eighth 
“  Day  was  to  be  obferved  in  the  Jewifh  Circumcifion, 
“  was  a  Type  going  before  in  a  Shadow  orRefemblance, 
“  but  on  Chrift’s  Coming  was  fulfilled  in  the  Subftance  ; 
“  for  becaufethe  eighthDay,thatisthe  next  after  theSab- 
“  bath,  was  to  be  the  Day  on  which  the  Lord  was  to 
“  rife  from  the  Dead,  and  quicken  us,  and  give  us  the 
“  fpiritual  Circumcifion  ;  This  eighth  Day  that  is  the 
“  next  to  the  Sabbath,  or  Lord’s  Day, went  before  in  the 
“  Type,  which  Type  ceafed  when  the  Subftance  came, 
“  and  the  fpirituai  Circumcifion  was  given  to  us.  So 
“  that  we  judge  that  no  Perfon  is  to  be  hindered  from 
“  obtaining  the  Grace  (i.e.  of  Baptifm)  by  the  Law  that 
“  is  now  appointed  •,  and  that  the  fpiritual  Circumcifion 
“  ought  not  to  be  reftrained  by  the  Circumcifion  that 
“  was  according  to  the  Fleih  ;  but  that  all  are  to  be  ad- 
“  nutted  to  the  Grace  of  Chrift  ;  fince  Peter  Ipeaking  in 

the 
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“  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  fays,  The  Lord  has  /hewn  me 

“  that  no  Per [on  is  to  be  called  Common ,  or  Unclean _ _ 

“  This  therefore,  Dear  Brother,  was  our  Opinion  in  the 
“  Aflembly,  that  it  is  not  for  us  to  hinder  any  Perfon 
“  from  Baptifm,  and  the  Grace  of  God,  who  is  merciful 
and  kind,  and  affedionate  to  all  ;  which  Rule,  as  it 
“  holds  for  all,  fo  we  think  it  more  efpecially  to  be  ob- 
ferved  in  Reference  to  Infants, and  thofe  that  are  newly 
born,  to  whom  our  Help,  and  the  divine  Mercy  is  ra¬ 
ther  to  be  granted,  becaufe  by  their  Weeping  &  Wail¬ 
ing  at  their  firft  Entrance  into  the  World,  they  do  in¬ 
timate  nothing  fo  much  as  that  they  implore  Com- 
«•  paffion.”  '  . 

That  which  is  efpecially  to  be  noted  in  this  Epiftle  to 
Fidus, written  by  Cyprian  in  the  Name  of  the  Council  at 
Carthage  is,  that  it  was  not  defigned  to  eftablifh  thePra- 
dice  of  Infant-Baptifm,  or  to  decide  the  Queftion,  Whe¬ 
ther  Infants  were  to  be  baptized  ;  of  which  there  had 
been  no  Doubt ;  but  that  it  was  taken  for  granted  both  by 
Fidus  that  propos’d  the  Cafe, and  by  Cyprian ,  &  the  fixty- 
fixBifhops  that  refolved  it,  Thatlnfants  ought  to  be  bap¬ 
tized  ;  but  it  only  determines  that  an  Infant  may  be  bap¬ 
tized  before  the  eighth  Day,  to  which  Circumcifion  was 
reftrained  :  Which  was  the  only  Thing  fcrupled  by  Fidus. 
But  if  there  be  any  Truth  in  that  which  is  fuggelled  by 
our  Author,  That  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  was  but  moved 
for  in  the  third  Century  ;  The  firft  Queftion  Ihould  have 
certainly  been,  Whetherlnfants  may  lawfully  be  baptized 
at  all  ?  But  of  this  there  was  no  Queftion  then,  and  moft 
of  the  Antipaedobaptifts  do  grant,  (being  compelled  by 
the  Force  of  Truth)  That  the  Pradice  of  Infant-Baptifm 
may  be  traced  up  to  Cyprian' s  Time.  But  they  rnuft  go 
higher,  if  they  allow  anyCredft  to  be  given  to  thisEpiftfe, 
which  was  written  but  about  1 5oYears  from  theApoftles’ 
And  there  can  be  no  Exception  made  againft  it.  '■I here 
is  not  a  Piece  in  all  Antiquity ,  fays  Dr.  Wall,  that  can  be 
more  certainly  prov'd  to  be  Genuine  than  this.  If  therefore, 
theBaptifm  of  Infants  did  but  then  begin  to  be  a  general 
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Pra&ice,  and  was  brought  into  the  Church,  as  an  Inno¬ 
vation,  in  the  third  Century,  it  is  utterly  incredible  that 
in  aCouncil  ol  fixty-fixBifhops  in  the  middle  of  that  Cen¬ 
tury,  there  fnould  not  be  one  Man  that  lhould  make  the 
leaft  Objection  againft  it  •,  or  that  lhould  have  noDoubt, 
but  it  might  be  adminiftred  to  an  Infant  on  the  fe- 
cond  or  third  Day  after  his  Birth.  FoxCyprian  declares, 
there  was  not  one  Man  in  that  Aflembly,  that  agreed  in 
Opinion  with  Fidus,  that  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  ought  to 
be  deferred  to  the  eighth  Day  ;  much  lei's  could  they  be 
of  Opinion  that  they  ought  not  to  have  it  adminiftred  to 
them  at  all.  This  general  Confent  neceflarily  fuppofes 
the  Practice  to  have  been  eftabliflied  and  approved  by 
long  Cuftom,  and  is  it  felf  a  good  Proof,  if  there  were 
no  other,  that  it  had  obtain’d  in  the  preceeding  Age,  as 
far  as  the  Apoftles, 

I  think  it  needlefs  to  recite  at  large  any  more  Paftages 
out  of  the  Fathers,  efpecially  fince  our  Author  does  in 
EffeCt  yield,  that  plain  Teftimomes  were  given  to  Infant- 
Baptifm,from  the  third  Century.  Neverthelefs, to  render 
theEvidence  we  have  of  thisPra£tice,in  thofe  earlyTimes 
of  the  Church,  and  even  from  the  Apoftles,  the  more  un¬ 
doubted,  let  me  add  in  a  few  brief  Hints,  thefe  further 
Teftimonies  from  thofe  ancient  Writers. 

Gregory  Nazianzen  *  exhorts  Parents  without  Delay 
to  offer  their  Infant- Children  to  God  in  Baptilm. 
“  Haft  thou  an  Infant-Child  ?  (faith  he)  LetnotWick- 
“  ednefs  have  the  Advantage  of  Time  ;  let  him  be  fan- 
“  drifted  from  his  Infancy  •,  let  him  be  dedicated  from  his 
“  Cradle  to  (or  by)  theSpirit.”  PIe,as  well  as  many  Others 
of  the  Fathers,  uies  the  Word  fanftified  for  baptized. 

Optatus  Biihop  of. Milevis,  comparing  Chrift  to  a  Gar¬ 
ment, that  is  put  on  in  Baptifm,  in  explaining  what  is  laid 
,  by  the  Apoftle,  Gal.  3.  27.  As  many  of  you  as  have  been 
baptized  into  Chrifi, have  put  on  Ckrifi ;  Says  of  this  Gar¬ 
ment,  “  It  is  not  plaited  (or  contracted)  for  Infants,  nor 
“  ftretched  out  for  young  Men,  nor  is  it  alter’d  to  iuit 

Women.”  j|  W 

*  Ibid.  Chap,  II,  5  4-  !!  Chap.  9.  §.  2. 
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5/.  Ambrofe ,  fhewing  the  Refemblance  between 
the  Baptift  and  Elias^  and  having  Reference  to  the  Mira¬ 
cle  of  Elias  in  dividing  the  River  Jordan^  fays,  “Perhaps 
this  may  feem  to  be  fulfilled  in  our  Time,  and  in  the 
ApoftlesTime  :  For  that  returning  of  theRiver-waters 
towards  the  Spring-Head, which  was  caufed  by  Elias , 
when  the  River  was  divided  ( as  theScripture  fays,  Jor¬ 
dan  was  driven  back)  fignified  the  Sacrament  of  the 
“  Laver  of  Salvation, which  was  afterwards  to  be  inftitu- 
“  ted  ;  by  which  Infants  that  are  baptized, are  reformed 
back  again  from  (Evil)  Wickednefs  (ora  wickedState) 
to  the  primitive  State  of  their  Nature.’-f 
This  is  another  Teftimony  that  carries  Infant-Baptifm 
tip  to  the  Times  of  the  Apoftles ;  and  this  was  written 
but  about  274  Years  after  !the  Apoftles. 

St.  Chryfojlom  about  the  Year  380,  fpeaking  of  the 
Difference  betweenCircumcifion  of  old,andChriftianBap- 
tifm,  which  God  has  given  us  inftead  theredf :  among  o~ 
ther  Things,  fays-,  “  Our  Circuhicffion,  I  mean  the 
Grace  of  Baptifm — has  no  determinate  Time,  as  that 
had,  but  One  that  is  in  the  Beginning  of  his  Age,  or 
One  that  is  in  the  middle  of  it,  or  One  that  is  in  his 
cc  old  Age,  may  receive  it.5’* 

Abundance  of  fuch  occafional  Hints  are'drop’d  in  the 
Difcourfes  and  Writings  of  the  Ancients  in  Relation  to 
Infant-Baptifm, which  feem  to  have  a  more  peculiarForce 
to  perfuade  us,  that  it  was  a  general  uncohtroVerted 
Practice  in  their  Day,  than  if*they  had  made  Ufe  of  fet 
Difcourfes  to  prove  it.  They  feem  to  fpeak  of  it  in  fuch 
a  Manner  as  any  One  would  now,  in  treating  on  other 
Subjedts,  referring  to  any  Point  of  Dodirine  orPra£lice,that 
is  generally  taken  for  granted,  about  which  there  is  no 
‘Difpute.  Let  me  add  to  thefe  a  Paffage  of  St  Auftm , 
about  300  Years  after  the  Apoftles  (in  his  Difpute  againit 
tj  concerning  Baptifm,  Book  4  Chap.  15.) 
which  is  as  ample  a  1  eftimony  as  any  one  can  defire. 

“  If  any  one,”  faith  he,  “do  afk  for  divine  Authority 
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Matter  \y  ( viz .  of  Infants  baptized)  “  tho’  that 
“  which  the  whole  Church  praftifes,  and  which  has  not 
“  been  inftituted  by  Councils,  but  was  ever  inUfe,is  very 
“  reafonably  believed  to  be  no  other  than  a  Thing  deli- 
“  ver’d  (or  order’d)  by  the  Authority  of  the  Apoftles ; 
yet  we  may  befides  take  a  true  Eflimate,  how  much 
the  Sacrament  ol  Baptifm  does  avail  Infants,  by  the 
,£c  Circumcifion  whichGod’s  formerPeople  received.”  || 
But  for  a  Conclufion  of  thefe  Teftimonies  of  the  An¬ 
cients,  let  me  only  fay,  further,  that  the  ancient  Fathers 
never  had  theOccafion  of  fpeaking  fo  diredtly  to  thePoint 
of  Infant-Baptifm,as  when  the  Pelagian  Controverfy  arofe 
aboutthe  beginning  of  the  fifthCentury,moflAuthors  pla¬ 
cing  it  in  theYear  410, when  Pelagius  began  to  vent  hishe- 
reticalOpinions  ati<6w,theChief  whereof  were  thefe  two, 
viz.  Thatlnfants  were  conceiv’d  &  born  withoyt  original 
Sin,  derived  to  them  from  Adam.  The  other  Error  he  was 
charg’d  with,  was  his  denying  the  fupernatural  Grace  of 
God  to  be  neceffary  to  good  Works.  It  was  the  former  of 
thefe  that  gave  Occafion  to  the  Writers  of  the  Church 
who  appear’d  in  Opofition  to  that  Tenet  of  Pelagius , 
( that  Infants  were  born  free  from  any JinfulDefilement)  par¬ 
ticularly  to  St.  Hierome ,  and  St.  Aujlin ,  who  were  the 
chief  that  wrote  againfl  him,  to  infift  much  upon  the 
Baptifm  of  Infants,  which  being  the  known  &  generally 
receiv’d  Practice  of  the  Church, was  improv’d  by  them  as 
anArgument  inConfutation  oiPelagius.  St.  AuHin. c\o(dy 
urges  this  Argument  in  hisWritings  againfl  th ^Pelagians, 

! That  Infants  are  by  all  Chrijlians  acknowledged  to  Hand  in 
Heed  of  Baptifm ,  which  muft  be  in  them  for  original  Sin , 
fmee  they  have  no  other .  If  they  have  no  Sin,  why  are 
they  then  baptized  according  to  the  Rule  of  the  Church 
for  the  Forgivencfs  of  Sins  ?  Why  arc  they  wajhed  in  the 
Laver  of  Regeneration  jf  they  have  noDefilement  ?  Pelagius 
was  extreamly  puzzled  and  perplexed  by  thisArgument, 
and  knew  not  how  to  evade  theForce  of  it,  but  by  invol¬ 
ving  himfelf  in  greater  Abfurdities  for  he  had  not  the 
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Impudence  or  Impiety  to  deny  either  that  Infants  had 
Need  of  Baptifm,  or  that  it  was  the  conftant  &  univerfal 
Cuftomof  theChurch  to  baptize  them.  On  the  contrary, 
he  plainly  acknowleged  it  ;  for  being  accus  d  by  fome  of 
denying  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  which  they  drew  as  a 
Confequence  from  his  Opinion, thatlnfants  were  free  from 
original  Sin,  he  utterly  denies  this  Confequence,  &  com- 
plains  of  the  Accufation  as  a  Slander  of  his  Adveriaries  $ 
and  in  the  Confeffion  of  his  Faith,  which  he  fent  to  Pope 
Innocent  the  firjt  (recited  at  large  by  Dr.  Wall)  he  owns, 
that  Baptifm  ought  to  he  adminittred  to  Infants  with  the 
fame  Sacramental  W ords  as  it  is  to  elder  Perfons.  And  in 
his  Letter  fent  to  him  at  the  fame  Time,  he  vindicates 
himfelf  in  the  ftrongeft  Terms,  and  fays,  Ihat  Men  do 
Jlander  him  as  if  he  denied  the  Sacrament  of  Baptifm  to  In - 
fants ,  and  did  promife  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  to  any  Perr 
fons  without  theRedemption  of  Chrift  *  And  affirms, that 
he  never  heard  anyjiot  even  the  moft  impious  Heretick ,  that 
would  fay  fucb  alhingof  Infants .  ThisConfeffion  of Pelagius 
feems  to  carry  in  it  little  lefs  than  the  Force  of  a  Demon- 
flration,  That  Infant-Baptifm  univerfally  obtained, Time 
out  of  Mind  *,  for  he  whofe  Intereft  it  was  (being  fo  hard 
prefs'd  with  this  Argument  for  original  Sin  in  Infants)  to 
have  it  believed,  thatBaptifm  was  not  inftituted  for  them, 
and  that  it  was  not  the  Pradtice  of  the  Church  from  the 
TimesofChrift&hisApoftles,toadminifteritto  them  *,  he 
could  not  fail  of  getting  fome  Notice  of  it,  if  it  had  been 
true.  But  the  Fradlice  was  fo  notorious  toallChriftians, 

•  that  he  never  durft  deny  it,  how  much  foever  his  Caufe 
required  it  ;  but  declares  that  he  never  heard  of  any  whe¬ 
ther  Catholick  or  Heretick  (that  own’d  any  Chriftian 
Baptifm )  that  denied  it  to  Infants  •,  and  accounts  it  a 
Slander  caft  upon  him,  that  he  was  charged  with  denying 
it  to  them.  / 

There  was  furely  noSociety  of  Antipsedobaptifts  then 
in  the  World,  nor  within  the  Memory  of  Man  in  his 
Time,  other  wife  he  mull  have  known  or  heard  of  them  ; 
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for  Palagius  was  a  great  Scholar,  and  a  great  Traveller 
and  had  been  converfant  in  moft  Parts  of  theWorld  where 
the  Chriftian  Church  flou  riffled  in  that  Age.  He  was 
born  in  Britain ,  and  travelled  to  Rome,  where  he  refided 
fome  Time,  and  was  acquainted  with,  and  had  inEfteem 
by  the  learned  Men  there.  From  thence  he  went  into 
Africa,  to  Egypt,  to  Jerufalem,  where  he  abode  a  confide- 
rableTime,  and  therefore  he  muft  be  fuppos’d  to  be  well 
acquainted  with  the  Cuftoms  of  moft  Churches  in  Chri- 
ftendom  ;  but  he  had  heard  of  no  Church,  or  Chriftian, 
that  denied  Baptifm  to  Infants.  A  Man  of  Pelagius  his 
Learning  and  Acquaintance  in  the  World,  might  eafily 
uponEnquiry  have  obtain’d  certain  Informationconcern- 
ing  thisPra&ice ;  whether  it  had  been  inUfe  in  and  from 
theApoftlesTime ;  living  but  threeHundredYears  diftant 
from  them  ■,  or  whether  it  was  an  Innovation  brought 
into  the  Church  fince  that  Time  ;  if  he  had  known  this 
latter  to  have  been  the  Cafe,  (and  had  it  been  foinFaft, 
its  fcarce  pofliblebut  he  fhould  know  it)  how  eafily  might 
he  have  baffl’d  St. /iutira’s Argument,  by  replying  ?  You 
cannot  prove  original  Sin  from  the  baptizing  of  Infants, 
which  is  but  a  modern  Cuftom  and  Innovation  brought 
Into  the  Church  of  Chrift,  without  any  Inftitution  from 
the  Beginning,  and  fo  is  of  no  divine  Authority  to  prove 
a  Doctrine  of  Faith.  But  neither  would  St.  /tuft in  have 
us’d  this  Argument,  nor  Pelagius  have  yielded  it,  had  not 
Infant-Baptifm  been  a  general  Practice  in  the  Church, 
which  both  of  them  were  verily  perfuaded  had  theStamp 
of  a  divine  Inftitution  upon  it.  But  Pelagius  had  Re-  • 
courfe  to  another  Pretence, to  evade  the  Force  of  the  Ar¬ 


gument  thence  for  original  Sin,  which  was,  that  Infants 
were  not  baptized  for  the  Forgivenefs  of  Sins,  but  that 
they  might  obtain  theKingdom  of  Heaven.  (Which  was 
the  Ground,  I  apprehend,  of  his  being  charg’d  with  pro- 
mifing  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  to  fome  without  the  Re¬ 
demption  of  Chrift  ;  which, he  denies  in  hisLetter  toPope 
Innocent  above  cited)  A  new  and  abiurd  Fancy,  peculiar 
to  him  &hisAccomplices  ;  which  lias  had  noMaintainers, 
fo  far  as  appears,  fince  his  Times.  Upon 
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Upon  the  whole, let  the  impartial  Reader  judge,  whe¬ 
ther  the  Author  of  the  Dialogue  had  not  fufficientReafon 
to  afiert.  That  there  is  undoubted  Evidence  from  the  ancient 
Fathers ,  that  Infant -Baptifm  constantly  obtained  in  the  truly 
primitive  Church  ?  And  theChurch  in  the  three  firftCentu- 
ries  has  generally  been  allow’d  by  all  the  learned  inAnti- 
quity,to  be  that  primitive  Church,  which  was  moil  pure 
from  Corruption  in  Doftrine  and  Difcipline. 

But  perhaps  fome  may  inquire.  What  is  there  in  the 
W ritings  of  theAncients  that  makes  againftPaedobaptifm  ? 
Since  I  intimated,  that  in'  the  forementioned  Colledfion 
the  Author  of  it  propos’d  to  alledge  impartially  all  fuch 
Paffages  in  the  ancient  Fathers,  as  make  either  for ,  or 
againft  Infant-Baptifm  ;  and  fince  I  have  given  a  Tafte 
of  the  Writers  that  fpeak  for  it,  fome  may  be  curious  to 
know  what  has  been  faid  againftit,and  by  whom.  Where¬ 
fore,  that  I  may  not  be  thought  to  conceal  any  Thing  of 
the  Strength  of  ourAdverfaries,  I  muft  anfwer,The  only 
Man  in  all  Antiquity  (as  I  obferv’d  before)  who  appears 
to  have  fpoken, or  written  anyThing  againft  the  baptizing 
of  Infants, or  advifed  the  deferring  of  it  tomore  adultAges, 
isTertullian:  whofeOpinionhas  been  already  confider’d, and 
tho’  ourAdverfaries  in  thisDebate,  appeal  to  him  as  their 
great  Patron,  yet  I  have  fufficiently  {lie wed,  how  little 
their  Caufe  is  favoured  even  by  this  one  Man.  It’s  true, 
our Antipasdobaptift Writers  do  often  fill  many  Pages,  to 
the  forfeiting  of  theReader,withPaffages  cited  from  thefe 
ancient  Writers,  which  relate  to  Adult-Baptifm,and  the 
Profeffion  of  Faith  that  goes  before  it,  which  us’d  to  be 
inculcated  upon  th tCatechumens  (i.  e.  thole  who  came  over 
from  Paganifm  to  Chriftanity,  and  were  inftrufted  in  the 
Principles  of  the  Chriftian  Faith  to  prepare  them  forBap- 
tifm)  but  it  is  all  befide  the  Purpofe,  as  I  fhewed  in  my 
Remarks  on  the  Quotation  from  JuSiin  Martyr.  And 
thofe  that  cite  them, can  hardly  be  believed  to  "be  in  ear- 
neft,  but  that  they  defign’d  to  impofe.  upon  the  illiterate 
C  ulgar  ;  unlefs  they  thought, that  thePredobaptifts  were 
rem  ained  by  tlieirPrinciples  from  adminiilringBaptiimto 
any  befides  Infants, or  deniedAdult-Baptifm.  But 
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But  let  thisQueftion,  (  What  has  been  faid^or  written  by 
the  ancientFathers^againfl Infant- Baptifm?  Jbe  anfwerecfby 
Dr.  WalU  who  had  the  beftAdvantages  forKnowing,and 
who  made  it  the  principal  Subjedt  of  his  Studies  andEn- 
quiries  •,  he,  in.fumming  up  theEvidence  on  bothSides,  || 
and  after  having  given  a  fummary  Account  of  the  Evi¬ 
dence  for  Infant-Baptifm,  adds  thefeWords,  “  Laflly,  as 
“  thefe  Evidences  are  for  the  firft  four  Hundred  Years, 
“  in  which  there  appears  only  oneMan,  Fertullian, ,  that 
u  advis’d  the  Delay  of  Infant-Baptifm  in  fomeCafes,  and 
“  one  Gregory  that  did  perhaps  pradtife  fuchDelay  in  the 
“  Cafe  of  hisChildren  ;  but  no  Society  of  Men  fo  think- 
ce  ing,  or  fo  pradtifmg  •,  nor  no  one  Man  faying,  it  was 
**  unlawful  to  baptize  Infants ;  fo  in  the  next  fevenHun- 
64  dred  Years,  there  is  not  fo  much  as  one  Man  to  be 
4C  found, that  either  fpoke  for,  or  pradtifed  any  fuchDe- 
“  lay,  but  all  the  contrary.  And  when  about  the  Year 
<c  one  Thoufand  one  Hundred  &  thirty,  one  Sedt  among 
cc  th zWaldenfes  declared  againft  the  baptizing  of  Infants, 
4C  as  being  uncapable  of  Salvation, the  main  Body  of  that 
4C  People  rejedled  that  their  Opinion  *,  and  they  of  them 
<c  that  held  that  Opinion,  quickly  dwindled  away,  and 
“  difappear’d  *,  there  being  no  more  heard  of,  holding 
“  that  Tenet,  till  the  rifing  of  the  Gm^z/zAntipaedobap- 
“  tills  in  the  Year  1522. 

This,  upon  the  belt  &  mofl  impartial  Search, h3s  been 
found  theTruth  of  the  Cafe  •,  which  fhews,  that  our  Au¬ 
thor,  however  he  fails  in  his  Proofs,  does  not  at  all  in  his 
Confidence, when  he  fays,  throughout  thefe  feveralCen- 
“  turies”  (i.  e.  from  the  third  Century  until  the  Time  of 
theReformation.)  “  there  wereTeftimonies  bore  toAdult- 
<c  Baptifm  ;  and  at  feveral  Times  certainPerfons  rofe  up 

and  oppos’d  Infant-Baptifm.’’  SomeMen  are  very  apt 
to  believe  that  which  they  have  a  ftrong  Defire  to  find 
true  ;  otherwife  it  can’t  be  accounted  for, that  Perfons  of 
any  Reading,  or  Ingenuity,  among  our  Adverfaries,fhould 
perfuade  themfelves  into  theBelief  of  what  is  aliened  here 
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by  our  Author,  of  which  they  have  never  been  able  to 
bring  any  tolerable  Proof,  tho  many  have  attempted  it, 
andDr.  Gill  among  the  reft, under  the  nextHead,to  which 
I  fhall  proceed  with  him,  and  beftow  fome  Remarks  on 
what  he  has  advanc’d.  Wherefore, 

III.  The  next  Thing  he  has  thought  fit  to  difpute  is, 
that  which  is  afferted  {Dial.  P.  7.)  that  “  It  cannot  be 
“  pretended  that  this  Practice  v/as  called  in  Queftionor 
'«  made  Matter  of  Debate  in  theChurch,  till  theMadmen 
“  of  Munfier  fct  themfelvesagainftit.”' — It  is  but  a  weak 
Opposition  that  our  Author  makes  againft  thisAflertion  j 
for  tho’  he  could  not  fairly  deny  it,  yet  he  makes  a  great 
Shew  of  Proof  on  the  contrary,  by  multiplying  his  Au¬ 
thorities  :  but  in  EffeCt,  all  that  he  has  alledged  amounts 
to  no  more  than  what  is  iuppos’d  in  theDialogue,  at  leaft 
may  be  eafily  accounted  for,without  any  Contradiction  to 
the  foremention’ dAflertion.  Which  a  few  Remarks  may 
ferve  to  make  evident. 

Firft,  WithRefpeCt  to  theTimesfince  theReformation. 

1.  I  obferve,he  takes  a  great  Deal  of  Pains  to  prove, 
that  which  will  be  readily  granted,  by  his  Quotation? 
from  P.  25^0  P.  29.  which  is,  That  there  wereAnabap- 
tifts  in  Being,  that  rais’d  many  Stirs,  andDifputes  in  Ger¬ 
many  fome  few  Years  (ten  or  twelve  at  moft)  before  the 
Tragical  Affair  of  Munfier ,  who  were  either  the  famePer- 
fons,  or  others  of  the  fame  Spirit  &  Way  with  thole  that 
were  concern’d  in  that  Affair ;  which  was  fo  remarkable 
for  that  Scene  of  Enthufiafm,  Blaiphcmy,  Sedition,  and 
Confufion  that  was  aCted  in  that  City,  as  well  as  for  the 
difmal  Fate  of  the  chief  Authors,  and  Leaders  in  it, as  to 
give  Denomination  to  the  whole  SeCt.  And  who  (but  one 
that  had  a  Mind  to  cavil)  could  have  thought,  that  the 
Writer  of  the  Dialogue  meant  any  other, by  theMadmen 
of  Munfier ,  than  the  German  Anabaptifts  ?  as  tho’  he  had 
faid,  there  was  no  Strife  or  Debate  in  the  Church  about 
Infant-Baptifm, till  theRifeof  the  Anabaptifts  in  Germany, 
who  made  themfelves  known  to  theWorld.and  to  Pofte- 
rity  by  the  wild  Extravagancies  their  enthufiaftick  Prin¬ 
ciples 
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ciples  led  them  into,  with  the  fatal  Effedts  thereof  in  the 
City  of  Munjier  ;  tho’  they  fee  themfelves  (as  is  fuppofed 
m  the  Dialogue)  to  oppofe  Infant-Baptifm,  a  few  Years 
before  they  afted  that  mad  Part.  TheMadnefs  fasMr.Tw 
calls  the  Errors  of  the  Anabaptifts)  had  been  growing 
upon  them  for  fome  It  ears,  before  it  grew  up  to  the 
He'ght  of  enthufiafi iclc  Erenzy  at  Flunjler.  Therefore 
our  Author  might  have  fpar’d  his  Pains  in  fearching  out 
the  Dates  of  theTranfaftions,  andDifputes  of  thofeTunes, 
(that  he  might  find  fomeOppofers  of  Ptedobaptifm  before 
the  Extravagancies  at  Munjier)  which  he  runs  up  within 
5  or  6  It  ears  of  theReformation  begun  by  Luther  ;  which 
will  be  granted  him  without  much  Difficulty.  But  does 
he  think  any  one  lo  void  of  Senfe,as  to  imagine, theMad- 
men  of  Miunfter  were  drop  d  out  of  theClouds,  and  never 
known  or  heard  of  before  ?  or  not  rather, that  they  were 
of  the  fame  Iribe,  orParty  of  Men  known  by  theName 
of  Anabaptifts  (which  is  given  them  by  all  theWriters  of 
thofe  Times)  who  by  their  Preachings  &  Difputations  in 
the  preceeding  Years,  raifedCommocions  in  feveralParts 
of  Germany  !  Thefe  Times  are  plainly  enough  included 
in  that  Period  mention’d  in  the  Dialogue,  in  which  thofe 
Men  fet  themfelves  againft  the  Practice  of  Infant-Bap¬ 
tifm.  But 

2.  I  obferve,  he  would  fain  clear  the  People  called Ana- 
baptifis,  from  being  concerned  in  thofe  Tumults  in  Ger¬ 
many  raifed  a  little  after  the  Reformation, at  lead  from  be¬ 
ing  the  chief  Promoters  thereof ;  in  which  Endeavour  he 
has  advanced  feveralThings  tending  to  diiguife  theTruth, 
which  require  fome  Animadverfion. 

Firft ,  He  fays  Pag. 25.  “  That  theDifturbances  \nGer- 
many  were  firft  begun  in  the  Wars  of  the  Boms, on  the  Ac¬ 
count  of  Civil  Liberties."  This  is  fo  far  true,  that  there 
were  before  the  Reformation  greatDifcontents  among  the 
Boors,  or  poor  Count  ry-Peafants  of  Germany,  being  grie- 
voufiy  opprefs’d  by  the  tyrannical  Government  of  their 
Princes,  and  by  their  rich  Landlords,  and  fome  Commo¬ 
tions  rais’d  on  that  Account.  But  then  to  declare  the 
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whole  Truth,  it  fliould  be  added.  That  thefe  Ferments 
continuing  fome  Years  after  the  Reformation  fet  on  Foot 
by  Luther  in  the  Year  1517,  there  rofe  up  feveral  fana¬ 
tical  Teachers,  who  took  Advantage  of  them  for  diffemi- 
nating  their  feditious  Opinions  among  the  Vulgar  ;  the 
chief  of  whom  mentioned  inHiftory,were  NicholasStorck^ 
an  illiterate  Man,  Mark  Stuber^&rA  Thomas Muntzery  who 
appeared  about  the  Year  1521.  f  and  began  to  divulge 
their  pernicious  Doftrines  ;  and  among  other  Opinions 
tending  toDivifion  in  theChurch,they  preach’d  up  Liberty 
frcmSubjeffion  toPrinces  in  temp  or  alT kings  ;  and  Communion 
of  Goods, asitwas  in  the primitiveChurch;Do6lrines highly 
to  theRelifh  of  the  oppreffedCountry-People  ;  by  which 
Means  they  drew  theMultitude  after  them.  Luther  hav¬ 
ing  in  the  Year  1520,  publifh’d  his  Book  of  Chrijlian 
Liberty ,  thefe  Men  pretending  to  Infpiration  and  fecret 
Communication  with  God,  carried  his  Principle  of  Li¬ 
berty,  much  further  than  he  ever  intended.  For  tho’ 
Luther  afferted  the  juft  Liberty  of  all  Chriftians  from  the 
Yoke  of  Popifh  Tyranny,  and  the  burthenfome  Seperfti- 
tions  and  human  Inventions,  wherewith  they  loaded  the 
Confciences  of  Men  ;  yet  both  he  and  the  other  firft  Re¬ 
formers  conftantly  and  ftri&ly  taught  Obedience  &  Sub¬ 
jection  to  the  civil  Migiftrate  in  Things  temporal.  But 
thefe  enthufiaftick  Preachers  taught  their  Followers  net 
only  to  renounce  the  Romifh  Tyranny,  but  theAuthority 
of  the  civil  Magiftrate,efpecially  Muntzer  the  chief  Lea¬ 
der  of  the  Seditious  Rabble,  who  'openly  profels’d  him- 
felf  railed  up  by  God  to  punifh  wicked  Princes,  and  ftiled 
himfelf  the  Sword  of  the  Lord ,  and  of  Gideon ,  conftantly 
declaim’d  againft  the  Government  of  the  Princes,as  harfh 
and  tyranical,and  not  to  be  tolerated  by  Chriftians  ^  and 
having  the  Multitude  attach’d  to  him,  he  inculcated  it 
upon  them  that  allt  Things  were  free  byNature,and  common 
to  all ,  and  that  the  Yoke  of  the  Princes  was  tofe  fhaken  off, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  Pope T  And  it  was  held  by  them 
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as  aPrincipIe,  that  it  was  not  fit,  nor  to  be  endur’d  in  the 
Kingdom  ofChrift,that  fome  fhould  be  foRich,&  others  fo 
Poor  &c.||  The  giddy  Multitude,  infpir’d  withthefe  level- 
lingPrinciples, grew  tumultuous, &  went  on  under  theirEn- 
thufiaftickLeader, committing  horribleDiforders  in Germa- 
ny,  Magiftrates  were  depofed,Monafteries  rifled,richMen’s 
Houfes  pillag’d,  and  fpoiled  of  their  Goods,  &c.  The 
Iflue  of  thefeExorbitances,fo  fatal  to  theAuthors  of  them, 
and  to  many  Thoufands.  of  poor  fimple  People  led  blind- 


it  is  not  my  Bufinefs 
lat  after Muntzer  had  fet 


fold  by  them,  in  the  Year  1525 
to  relate  :  I  fhall  only  obferve,  t 
out  upon  Principles  of  Sedition  againft  the  civil  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  could  not  be  flopped  in  his  wild  Career,  by 
the  Warnings  of  Luther ^ and  the  Teftimony  borne  againft 
his,  and  his  Followers  licencious  Proceedings,  by  other 
Proteftant  Minifters,  as  that  which  brought  a  Scandal 
upon  the  Reformation  ;  he  inveighed  againft  Luther's 
Reformation  as  imperfedt,  and  began  to  confult  with  his 
Accomplices  about  renewing  the  Church  to  a  more  per- 
fedt  State.  Then  they  took  it  into  their  Thoughts  to 
baptize  a- new,  thofe  that  became  their  Difciples  (; 'ft a 
Occafione  Cogitatum ,  fays  Spanbeim )  and  leaft  any  Scruple 
of  Confcience  in  Refpedt  of  their  former  Baptifm  fhould 
prove  an  Obftacle  to  their  Defign,  they  declaim’d  againft 
Infant-Baptifm,  condemning  it  as  Unprofitable  and  Un¬ 
lawful,  becaufe  Infants  were  not  capable  of  that  Sacra¬ 
ment  ;  but  only  the  Adult,  who  were  able  to  judge  and 
choofe  for  themfelves,  ought  to  have  it  adminiftred  to 
them.  So  Spanbeim  gives  the  Account  of  the  Original 
of  Anabaptifm.*  Whence  it  appears,that  theOppofition 
to  Infant-Baptifm  had  its  Rife  from  a  very  wickedDefign, 
which  was  carrying  on  by  Enthufiaftick  Preachers,  as  it 

fell 
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Chaf.  III. 


of  Infant-Baptifm.  127 

fell  in  with  their  Scheme  of  attempting  Innovations  both 
in  Church  and  State.  And  if  this  were  to  be  accounted 
a  Reformation  in  this  Ordinance  of  Baptifm,  as  Dr.  Gill 
thinks  it  was.  Pa.  29.  we  iee  what  Sort  of  Men  were  the 
Inftruments,  and  by  what  Counfels  it  was  begun  &  car¬ 
ried  on !.  And  how  unlikely  it  is,  that  thefe  tirlt  Admi- 
niftrators  of  it  in  the  Way  of  the Antipaedobaptifts  fhould 
have  the  extraordinary  Prefence  of  Chrift  with  them, while 
engag’d  in  fo  wicked  an  Enterprize. 

Secondly,  He  lays,  Pa.  2 5.  “  That  the  forementioned 
“  Difturbances  were  firft  begun  by  fuch  as  were  Paedo- 
“  baptifts,  Papifts,  and  Lutherans .”  Which  (tho’  it  be  a 
Truth, yet  as  he  has  left  it  unexplain’d)  feems  defigned  to 
transfer  the  Blame  of  beginning  thofe  Tumults  on  the 
Pasdobaptifts,  and  to  perfwade  the  vulgarReader  that  the 
Anabaptifts  had  no  Hand  in  it ;  tho’  he  confeffes,  that 
“  in  procefs  of  Time  fome  few  of  the  People  calledyfe^- 
“  baptifts  mingled  themfelves  among  them.”  An  artful 
concealing  of  the  Truth  in  Fact. 

I  am  fully  perfuaded,that  all  thofe  who  are  charg’d  as 
the  Authors  of  thofeDifturbances,  were  at  firftPtedobap- 
tifts,or  fuch  as  had  received  nootherthanlnfant-Baptifm  : 
for  it  does  not  appear,  that  there  was  any  other  Baptifm 
commonly  in  Ufe  in  the  Church  at  theBeginning  of  the 
Reformation.  But  thefe,  and  thefe  only  vrere  the  very 
Men  who  were  afterwards  known,  and  diftinguifh’d  by 
the  Name  of  Anabaptifts,  on  the  Account  of  theirPradtice 
of  Re-baptizing,  and  fetting  themfelves  againft  Infant- 
Baptifm  ;  who  (tho’Paedobaptifts  at  their  firft  fettingout) 
yet  in  theCourfe  of  their  tumultuous  Proceedings,  found 
it  requifite  to  their  Defign  of  innovating  in  the  Church, 
to  condemn  &  renounce  Baptifm  in  Infancy,  and  to  bap¬ 
tize  over  again  fuch  as  join’d  themfelves  to  them.  That 
this  is  the  plainTruth  of  the  Cafe, may  appear  from  what 
was  laft  mention’d  under  the  foregoing  Head.  And  all 
Authors  that  write  of  thefe  Affairs, generally  impute  thofe 
Seditions  &  Infurreftions  that  happen’d  in  Germany,  fince 
theReformation,to_thePeople  calledAnabaptifts,and  their 
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Leaders,  and  to  them  only.  And  the  Stirs  andSeditions 
that  follow’d  the  Defeat  of  Muntzer ,  and  the  Difperfion 
of  his  Followers, are  conftantly  attributed  to  the  Seeds  of 
Anabaptifm,that  had  been  fcatter’d  and  taken  deepRoot 
in  Germany  and  other  neighbouring  States  and  Provinces, 
and  were  cultivated  by  Anabaptift-Teachers  ;  parti- 
culaily  Fidix  M.antz ,  Conrad  Grebel ,  and  Balthafar 
Hubmeier ,  the  chief  Leaders  of  that  Seft,  whom  our 
Author  commends  for  their  Learning  and  Knowlege  in 
the  Tongues,  Pa.  28.  A  rare  Thing  then  to  be  found  a- 
mong  the  People  of  thofe  Principles.  But  otherWriters 
brand  them  as  Incendiaries, caufingDifturbances  &  Com¬ 
motions  in  the  State,  wherever  they  came  to  difleminate 
theirDoftrine.f  For  which  Caufe  theMagiftrates  of  Zu¬ 
rich  ^  and  other  Cities  and  States  were  induced  to  make 
fevereEdidts  againft  them, by  which  fome  of  them  fuffer’d. 
Nor  can  our  Author  (I  believe)  produce  any  Proof  from 
goodAuthority,of  any  onePtedobaptift  that  had  an  Hand 
in  raifing  thole  Difturbances,  that  did  not  fall  off  to  the 
Principles  of  the  Anabaptifts. 

To  what  Purpofe  then,  is  it  to  tell  theWorld,that  the 
Difturbances  in  Germany  were  firft  begun  by  the  P je do- 
bap  lids  !  when  ( to  fpeak  truly  )  he  could  mean  nothing 
elfe  than  that  they  had  been  PadobaptiPts,  but  by  the 
fame  enthuftaftick  Principles,  whereby  they  were  infti- 
gated  to  make  thofeDifturbances,  they  were  alfo  induced 
to  become  Anabaptifts.  He  does  indeed  fay,  P.26.  That 
“  even  the  Difturbances  in  Munfter ,  a  famous  City  in 
“  WePtphalia,  were  firft  begun  by  Bernard  Rotman  a  Pae- 
“  dobaptiftMinifter,  of  the  Lutheran  Perfuafion,  afiifted 
“  by  other  Minifters  of  the  Reformation.”  But  here  a- 
gain,  he  ufeth  Equivocation  with  his  Reader :  The 
Difturbances  he  refers  to,  were  quite  of  a  different  Na¬ 
ture  from  thofe  we  are  now  fpeaking  of, which  were  railed 
by  the  Anabaptifts,  and  from  thofe  that  were  afterwards 
railed  in  the  City  of  Munfter  by  the  fame  Men.  The 
Difturbances  that  followed  thePreaching  of  Bernard  Rot - 

man, 
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man,  were  of  the  fameNature  with  thofe  which  common¬ 
ly  attended  the  Preaching  of  the  lame  Doftrine  of  the 
Gofpel  in  other  Places,  in  Qppofjtion  to  popifh  Errors 
and  Superftitions,  thro’  the  Malice  of  the  Papifts  ;  nor 
were  the  Difturbances  in  Muntfer  properly  railed  by  him* 
but  by  the  popifh  Party,  the  Adversaries  of  the  Refor¬ 
mation.  This  Bernard  Rotman  was  at  firft  a  Preacher 
of  the  reformed  Do&rine  at  Munfter ,  where  he  with  his 
Colleagues  had  very  great  Succefs,  a  great  Multitude  in 
the  City  embracing  theReformation  ;  whereupon  aC'on- 
troverfy  arofe  between  them  and  the  Papifts,  about  the 
Ufe  of  the  Churches  in  the  City  for  the  pubiick  Perfor¬ 
mance  of  facred  Offices ;  but  even  this  Difference  was 
well  compofed  by  the  Interposition  of  the  goodOffices  of 
the  Landgrave  of  Hejfe  ;  and  all  was  peaceable  and  quiet 
in  the  City  before  the  Anabaptifts  flocked  thither  in  the 
Year  1533*  among  whom  the  Chief  of  the  Party  were 
John  Matthias  of  Harlem ,  one  of  their  new  Prophets  ; 

/John  Becold) aTaylor  of  Leyden ,  Bernard  Knipper  doling, and 
others  known  in  Hiftory.  Thefe,  firft  more  privately* 
infinuating  themfelves  into  the  Favour  of  the  Citizens* 
began  to  fpread  their  Errors,  condemning  Paedobaptifm, 
baptizing  a-new  thofe  that  embraced  theirDodrine,teach- 
ing  theCommunion  of  Goods, (for  they  found  this  a  Doc¬ 
trine  very  palatable  to  the  Vulgar)  till  in  a  fhort  Time 
they  grew  to  a  vaft  Number*  and  became  the  prevailing 
Party  of  the  City,  having  called  their  Friends  to  them 
out  of  the  Neighbouring  Towns  and  Provinces  even 
Bernard  Rotman  was  carried  away  with  the  Stream  *,  he 
and  fome  others  that  had  been  Pasdobaptifts  before,  fall¬ 
ing  away  to  the  Anabaptifts,  many  Tumults  were  railed 
in  theCity,  in  fo  much  that  moft  of  theSenators,  &  wifer 
and  fobererSort  of  People  departed  out  of  it, as  iorefeeing 
the  State  that  foon  after  befel  it,  and  left  it  to  the  Sway  of 
the  Anabaptifts ,  who  now  over-bore  ail ;  and  made  John 
of  Leyden  their  King,  who  affumed  the  fanatical  Title  of 

JohnKing  of  theNew-Jerufakm.KmgoillighiQQufnQfs^c. 
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and  behav’d  with  incredible  Tyranny,  and  Blafphemy.-f* 
Here  one  might  have  feen  all  the  wild  Effects  of  Enthu- 
fiafm  in  its  Reign,  in  all  Manner  of  Licentioufnefs  and 
Diforder,  under  Pretence  of  the  Liberty  of  the  Gofpel, 
and  die  Kingdom  of  Chrift. 

But  it  is  foreign  to  my  Purpofe  to  enter  into  the  Par- 
ticulars  of  this  Tragical  Story  :  In  fhort,  the  City  was  at 
length  befieg’d  by  fome  regular  Forces  brought  againft  it 
by  the  Bifliop,  who  after  fome  Time  made  themfelves 
Matters  of  it  ^  and  John  ot  Leyden ,  the  mock  King,  and 
fome  others  of  hisAccomplices  were  taken  alive,  and  put 
to  a  miferable  Death.  And  the  Reft  of  the  Anabaptifts 
being  difpers’d,  afterwards  form’d  different  Sefts  in  Hoi - 
land,  and  the  low  Countries. 

Now  for  a  Man  that  had  read  thefe  Things  {in  Span- 
hems  hiftorical  Difcourfe  of  the  Rife,Progrefs ,  and  Seels  of 
the  Anabaptifts ,  which  he  has  often  quoted,  as  I  have  alfo 
done  to  let  Matters  in  a  truer  Light)  to  put  fuch  falfe 
Colours  on  Things,  as  to  fay  that  the  Diffurbances  of 
Munfter  were  firft  begun  by  Bernard  Rotman ,  a  Paedobap- 
tift  Minifter,  and  other  Minifters  of  the  Reformation, 
(when  by  theDifturbances  of  Munfter ,  all  Men  underftand 
thofeTumults  &  Seditions  that  arofe  there  after  theYear 
1533.  when  the  Anabaptifts  prevailed, and  grew  mafter- 
lefs  in  the  City, and  not  fuch  Differences  as  arofe  from  the 
Oppofition  of  the  Papifts  to  theDoflrine  of  the  evangeli¬ 
cal  Preachers  common  to  otherPlaces)  cannot,!  think,  be 
(in  the  utmoftExtent  ofCharity)  accounted  for  otherwife, 
than  from  a  ftrong  Prejudice  he  was  under  in  Favour  of 
of  his  own  Party.  Yet  after  all, 

Thirdly,  Let  me  obferve,  that  he  is  willing  to  difclaim 
all  Affinity  with  thofe  Gm^zAnabaptifts ;  for  he  fays, 
P.  25.  that  they  are  “  a  People  that  fcarce  in  any  Thing 
“  agree  with  us.”  But  he  fhould  have  excepted  the  main 
Thing  prom  whence  both  Sorts  have  theirDenomination, 
in  which  they  perfectly  agree,  that  is,  their  Oppofition  to 
Infant-Baptiim.  3Tis  to  be  hop’d  there  is  no  Agreement 

between 
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between  our  Englijh  Antipxdobaptifts  and  the  old  German 
Anabaptifts  in  their  other  pernicious  Errors  &  feditious 
Principles,  yet  they  continue  the  Innovation  begun  in  the 
Church  by  thofe  Anabaptifts  in  Germany ,  by  following 
them  in  their  Principle  of  Antipgedobaptifm.  After  the 
Sedition  of  MunSier  they  were  divided  into  many  Sefts  : 
And  one  Memo  Simonis ,  the  Patriarch  of  one  of  the  moil 
fober  of  thofe  Sedts  (from  whom  his  Followers  are  called 
Me nnoni ft s, or  Mennift  to  thisDay  i ^Holland  *,  from  which 
Se£t,  it  is  faid,the  Antipasdobaptifts  in  England  took  their 
Rife)  tho’  he  condemned  many  Things  in  the  Munfter 
Anabaptifts, yet  was  not  fo  fhy  of  owning  them  for  Bre¬ 
thren,  f  as  Dr.  Gill  feems  to  be,  bat  pitying  their  hard 
Fate, applies  to  them  theComforts  of  the  Gofpel,  fpoken 
by  Chrift  to  them  that  forfake  ali  to  follow  him  ;  and 
fays  fas  his  Words  are  cited  by  Cloppenburch  J  )  1  make  no 
Doubt ,  but  that  our  beloved  Brethrengwho  have  of  late  tranf- 
gyeffed  fomewhat  againft  the  Lord ,  in  defending  their  Faith 
by  Arms ,  have  found  God  merciful  to  them .  I  perceive  our 
[Antipsedobaptifts  do  not  well  relifh  this  Story,  and  Dr. 
Gill  in  particular  fays,  ibid ,  the  “  Paedobaptift  frequently 
“  reproach  us  with  it.”  It  muft  be  confefs’d  to  be  aFault, 
and  contrary  to  theRules  of  Charity  to  reproach  any  Man 
with  the  Faults  &  Vices  of  his  Predeceffors,of  which  he 
is  innocent  ;  as  it  is  unchriftian,  and  inhuman,  that  the 
Child  of  a  virtuous  Difpofition  and  Behaviour,  ihould  be 
reproach’d  with  the  Faults  of  his  Anceftors  ;  yet  inCafe 
his  Title  to  any  Part  of  his  Patrimony,  which  they  had 
gotten  by  ill  Means  be  contefted,  he  ought  not  to  take  it 
amiis,  or  impute  it  as  a  Crime  to  any,  that  he  is  told  of 
the  Fraud  and  Injuftice  of  his  Fore-Fathers.  So  in  the 
prefent  Conti  overfy,  the  Predobaptifts,  I  prefume, are  not 
to  be  blam’d  for  reviving  theRemembrance  of  the  Diftur- 
bances,  and  Seditions  caus  d  by  the  German  Anabaptifts, 
when  they  are  led  into  it  in  pleading  their  own  Caufe* 
while  in  the  mean  1  ime  they  forbear  taxing  their Adver- 

^  2  fades 
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faries  with  the  other  impious  Errors  and  enthufiaftical 
Opinions  of  their  Predeceffors  in  Germany ,  which  they 
profeiledly  diiavow.  Yet  it  muft  be  own’d  to  be  a  lading 
Reproach  to  the  Opinion  it  felt  which  they  maintain, that 
it  had  its  Rife  in  Company  with  thofe  other  vile  Errors 
and  Opinions. 

Fourthly ,  He  fays,P.26.  “That  it  is  not  reafonable  to 
<c  fuppofe  that  thefe  (  Anabaptijls Jwere  the  onlyMen  con- 
“  cern’d  in  that  Affair,  or  that  theNumber  of  their  Fol- 
CV  lowers  fhould  increafe  to  fuch  a  Degree  in  fo  fmall  a 
“  Time, as  to  make  fuch  aRevolution  in  fo  large  aCity  ” 
But  this  Objection  is  fufficiently  obviated  by  what  has 
been  already  laid.  If  indeed  there  had  been  no  Stirs  and 
Debates  about  their  Opinions,  before  the  Madmen  of 
Manner  appear’d  to  aft  that  mad  Part  in  that  City,  or  if 
they  had  not  fet  themfelves  inOppofition  to  the  common 
Opinion  and  Practice  of  the  Church  before  that  Time, 
it  had  been  hard  to  account  for  fo  fudden  a  Revolution. 
But  when  it  is  confider’d,  that  there  had  been  for  a  long 
Time  great  Ferments  among  the  Vulgar,  on  theOccafion 
aforemention’d,  and  thefe  increas’d,  and  ftrengthn’d  by 
their  fanatical  Leaders,  who  had  been  tor  feveral  Years 
inftilling  feditious  Principles  into  them,  efpecially  the 
Doftrines  of  Liberty  from  the  Yoke  of  Princes, and  Com¬ 
munion  of  Goods,  under  the  fpecious  Pretence  of  great 
Piety  and  Chriftian  Liberty  ;  upon  which  levellingPrin- 
ciples  the  common  Sort  ot  People, that  compofe  theMul- 
titude,  might  reafonably  hope  to  gain  more,  than  they 
might  fear  to  loofe  •,  and  when  the  Anabaptifts,  the  Au¬ 
thors  and  Promoters  of  thefe  Principles,  had  form’d  a 
Pro nr>  Party  in  the  City  of  Munfter\  and  fent  &  invited 
all  their  Friends  from  Abroad  in  the  adjacent  Towns  and 


Provinces,  upon  the  Promifeof  theGofpel  to  thofe  that 
for  fake  Houfes  and  Lands  for  Chrift  \  which  upon  the  fore- 
faid  levelling  Principles  they  might  eahly  be  induced  to 
hearken  to  •,  (and  that  all  this  was  real  Fad,  is  evident 
from  the  ITiftories  of  thofe  Times  *, )  I  lay,  theie  Things 
confider’d,  it  is  not  at  all  incredible,  that  they  might  foon 
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have  an  Head-ftrong  Multitude  on  their  Side,  byMeans 
whereof  they  might  eafily  effedt  that  fudden  Revolution 
in  the  City.  And  tho’  the  Principle  of  Anabaptilm,  in 
itfelf  confider’d,  might  not  have  that  vifible  T endency  to 

lead  them  into  fuch  extravagant  Notions  &  Actions  •/’ 
yet  it  was  not  for  the  Credit  of  it,  that  it  was  connected 
and  interwoven  in  the  Scheme  of  its  Authors,  with  thole 
other  Principles  of  Sedition  againft  the  State  and  civilOr- 
der,  that  had  that  Tendency  *,  and  in  its  own  Nature  di- 
reftly  tended  to  make  a  Schifm  in  the  Church,  which  is 
not  healed  to  this  Day, 

Lajtly ,  He  adds,  P.  29.  “That  it  is  evident,  that  fome 
“  of  the  firft  Reformers  were  inclined  to  have  attempted 
66  a  Reformation  in  thisOrdi nance,  tho’  they,  forReafons 
“  beft  known  to  themfelves,  drop’d  it.”  Who  they  are 
he  means  by  fome  of  the  firft  Reformers  ft  know  not ;  but 
thofe  eminent  Men  of  God  who  were  improv’d  as  Inftru- 
ments  of  the  Reformation, are  univerfally  known  to  have 
/been  zealous  Affert  rs  and  Defenders  of  Infant  Baptifm. 
And  none  of  them,  fo  far  as  appears,  ever  had  it  in  their 
Thoughts  to  abolifh  it  (which  is  what  he  means  by  at¬ 
tempting  a  Reformation  in  that  Ordinance )  and  to  fugged 
that  they  defifted  from  that  Attempt  forReafons  in  their 
own  Breads,  is  to  caft  a  Reproach  upon  thole  Worthies, 
as  if  they  were  fwayed  by  fecret  Views  in  any  Part  of  the 
Reformation,  more  than  by  the  Word  of  God.  No,  the 
Reafons  why  they  declin’d  any  fuch  Attempt,  as  thisAu- 
thor  fpeaks  of,  were  open  and  appax^ent  from  the  Word  of 
God,  and  the  Practice  of  the  Univerfal  Church.  And  if 
Zuinglius ,  or  any  other,  were  once  more  favourably  in¬ 
clin’d  to  the  Principles  of  Anabaptifm,  as  they  had  been 
to  many  Superftitions  in  Popery  before  the  Light  of  the 
Reformation  brake  forth ;  yet  their  declaring  againft  it  af¬ 
terwards  with  fo  much  Zeal,  as  it  is  certain  they  did, is  an 
Argument  that  upon  deeperSearch&betterLight  receiv’d, 
they  were  fully  convinc’d  of  the  Folly  as  well  as  Uri war¬ 
rantable  nefs  of  thatOpinion.  I  have  now  fhewed,ihat  all 
his  Allegations  relating  to  theDifputes  rais'd  by  the  Ana- 
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baptifts  in  Germany ,  fince  the  Reformation,  (the  Dates 
whereof  he  is  fo  careful  to  note  that  he  might  prove  thefe 
were  Debates  about  Infant-Baptifm  before  the  Munfter 
Affair)  are  quite  befide  hisPurpofe  •,  thofeDifputes  being 
evidently  included  in  thatPeriod  of  Time, in  which  thole 
Men  (who  afterwards  might  juftly  be  termed  the  Madmen 
cf  Munfter )  fet  themfelves  in  Oppofition  to  it.  Were  it 
otherwife,  it  wou’d  fignify  very  little  to  his  Caufe,for  he 
wou’d  gain  but  ten  or  twelve  Years  more  (than  he  mif- 
took  the  Author  of  the  Dialogue  tc  intend)  to  the  Age 
of  Antipaedobaptifm. 

Secondly i  Let  me  go  on  to  fhew,  that  he  is  as  imperti¬ 
nent  in  his  otherQuotations  to  evince  that  there  wereOp- 
pofers  of  Infant-Baptifm  in  the  Times  that  preceeded  the 
Reformation.  But  here  I  would  previoufly  obferve,that  it 
is  not  fufficient  to  weaken  the  Credit  of  thatAfiertion  in 
the  Dialogue  (  that  there  was  no  Strife  or  Debate  in  the 
Church  about  the  Praftife  of  Infant-Baptifm ,  till  the  Mad¬ 
men  of  Munfter  oppofed  it  )  to  produce  fome  Inftances  of 
particular  Perfons  that  have  denyed,  or  oppofed  it  in  any 
Age  before  the  Reformation.  But  in  order  to  prove  any 
Thing  contradictory  to  the  mention’d  Aflfertion, it  is  requi- 
fite  to  produce  good  Evidence  of  fome  fuccefliveBody  of 
Men  in  the  Chriftian  Church,  that  have  rais’d  a  Con- 
troverfy  about  it,  or  have  been  found  in  the  Practice  of 
Adult-Baptifm  only,  (iftj  It  fhould  be  made  evident, 
that  there  has  been  a  Body  or  Society  of  Men  in  the 
Church,  that  have  denyed  Baptifm  to  Infants,  in  Oppo¬ 
fition  to  theBelief  andPraCtice  of  the  generality  of  Chrift- 
ians.  For  if  it  be  the  Opinion  only  of  a  few  ftragling 
Individuals,  that  ftart  up  in  one  Age  and  another,  who 
have  little  or  no  Influence  in  the  Church,  to  diflurb  the 
Peace  of  it  ^  it  can’t  with  Reafon  or  Propriety  be  faid, 
that  fuch  Opinion,  or  PraClice,  in  Confequence  of  it, was 
Matter  of  Debate  in  the  Church  ;  unlefs  it  were  efpoufed 
and  maintained  by  any  confiderable  Party  of  Men,  who 
have  fet  themfelves  againft  thePraCtice  of  the  reft  of  their 
FdloW'Chriftians  in  that  Particular,  and  railed  aConteft 
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with  them  about  it.  (2dly.)  There  fliould  be  Evidence 
of  a  fuccejfive  Body  of  Men  joining  in  their  Opinion  and 
Practice  againft  Infant- Baptifm.  For  if  it  could  be  made 
to  appear,  that  there  have  been  a  Number  that  have  rifen 
up,  four  or  five  Hundred  Years  before  the  Reformation, 
joyned  in  Society,  who  have  denied  Infant- Baptifm,  and 
renounced  the  Practice  of  it  ;  yet  if  this  Society  fliould 
afterwards,  in  an  Age  or  two,  dwindle  away  and  come 
to  nothing  ;  it  might  truly  be  faid  (  notwithftanding  the 
Inftance  of  fuch  a  Society,  which  bears  no  Proportion  to 
the  Univerfal  Church,)  that  Infant-Baptifin  was  notMat- 
ter  of  Debate  in  the  Church  before  the  Reformation, and 
the  Rife  of  the  Anabaptifts.  For  in  the  Cafe  fuppos’d, 
there  might  pafs  two  or  three  Flundred  Years  before  that 
Period,  in  which  there  would  be  a  profound  Silence  as  to 
any  Difpute  or  Strife  of  that  Kind  in  the  Church  ;  tho* 
it  might  not  be  truly  affirmed, there  never  was  fuch  aDe- 
bate  in  the  Church  before.  Butin  Cafe  there  were  Evi¬ 
dence  of  fuch  a  Body  or  Society  of  Men,  that  continued 
fueceffively  in  being  down  to  the  Times  of  the  Reforma¬ 
tion,  this  indeed  would  make  up  a  Proof  againft  the 
Truth  of  what  is  afferted  in  the  Dialogue. 

But  now  there  is  no  certain  Evidence  of  either  of  thele 
Requifites  to  fuch  a  Proof;  viz.  That  there  has  been  in 
any  Age  preceeding  the  Reformation,  any  Body  of  Men 
which  have  oppos’d  Infant-Baptifm  ;  much  lefs  that  there 
has  been  a  Succeffion  of  fuch  aBody  down  to  thatPeriod  : 
Of  the  former  there  is  but  probable  Evidence  at  beft,but 
nothing  certain  ;  Of  the  latter  there  is  noEvidence  atalh 
And  if  all  the  Evidence  from  Dr.  Gill's  Quotations  were 
allowed  as  certain  and  folid,  they  would  only  prove  there 
has  been  in  fome  Ages  paft,  a  Number  of  difunited  Indi¬ 
viduals,  in  fundry  Parts  of  theWorld,  who  have  declared 
againft  Infant-Baptifm  *,  but  no  fuch  Number  of  Men 
that  have  compofed  a  regular  Body,  or  joined  together 
in  Church  Society,  holding  that  Opinion  :  (I  fhall  except 
but  one  Inftance,  which  is  that  of  the  Petrobruftans ,  or 
the  Difciples  and  Followers  of  Peter  Bruis  $  of  whom  I 
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Jhallfay  fomething  afterwards)  Much  lefs  do  they  prove  a 
continued  Succefhon  of  iuch  a  Society  for  more  than  one 
Age.  But  all  his  Allegations  of  Authorities  arefarfrom 
affording  us  the  certain  Evidence  he  pretends  :  They 
have  all  been  long  ago  examined  by  the  Predobaptift 
Writers, and  have  been  proved  to  be  either  impertinent  or 
groundlefs,  and  evidenced  to  be  Miftakes.  Yet  he  ad¬ 
vances  forward  with  his  Quotations,  as  confidently  as  if 
nothing  had  been  faid  in  Confutation  of  them.  I  fhall 
beftow  a  few  Remarks  upon  them,  to  fhew  theWeaknefs 
and  Infufficiency  of  his  Proofs  thence. 

The  Paflages  themfelves  have  been  more  largely  con- 
fidered  and  examined  by  others.  There  are  but  two  a- 
mong  all  his  Inftances  that  carry  the  leaft  Shadow  of 
Probability.  I  fhall  firft  confider  thefe,  and  then  briefly 
touch  on  the  reft. 

The  firft  is,  ALetter  written  to Erafmus  out  of  Bohemia, 
by  one  Coftelecius ,  dated  OElcb.  io.  1519.  Wherein  he 
gives  an  Account  of  a  certain  Sedt,  called  Pyghards ,  who 
had  their  Name,  he  fays,  from  a  certain  Refugee  of  the 
fame  Nation,  who  came  thither  97  Years  before  theDate 
of  the  faid  Letter.  The  Paflage  quoted  thence  is  this, 
“  Such  as  come  over  to  their  Se£t,  muft  every  one  be 
4‘  baptized  a-newin  meer  Water.”  Thefe  Words  taken 
by  themfeives,  leave  ituncertain  (asDr.Wall  hasobferved*) 
Whether  they  baptized  s-new  ftich  as  came  over  to  their 
Sect,  either  as  judging  Baptifm  in  Infancy  invalid ,  or  as 
Judging  all  Baptifm  received  in  the  corrupt  IVay  of  theChurch 
of  Rome  to  be  Jo.  But  confidering  the  Strain  of  theLet- 
ter,  it  appears  pretty  plain,  that  the  latter  was  the  Cafe, 
and  that  the  Rerfon  ot  their  Re- baptizing  fuch  as  came 
over  to  them  from  Popery,  was,  becaufe  they  efteemed 
popifhBaptifm  corrupted  with  fcmany  fuperftitiousRites, 
to  be  null,  or  not  the  lawful  Cbriftian  Baptifm,  and  not 
becaufe  of  its  being  received  in  Infancy.  For  it  is  to  be 
3ioted,  that  the  Writer  of  the  Letter  reprefents  them  as 
great  Adverfaries  to  the  Church  oi  Rome,  calling  thePope 
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and  his  Clergy  by  the  Name  of  Antichrifl,  <TheWhore^and 
the  Beaft  in  the  Revelations ,  and  owning  no  other  Autho¬ 
rity  but  that  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  And  the  very  Ex- 
preffion  in  the  Pafiage  cited, of  their  being  baptized  a-new 
in  meer  Water ,  plainly  fuggefts  this  to  be  the  Reafon, 
that  they  baptized  with  meer  Water ,in  Oppofition  to  the 
impureMixtures  of  Salt,Oyl  and  Spittle,  with  theWater ; 
and  divers  other  fuperftitious  Rites  ufed  by  thePapifts  in 
Baptifm,  whereby  the  Ordinance  was  greatly  corrupted, 
and  in  their  Opinion  nullified,  as  fome  others  have  tho’t 
likewife.  Therefore  thofe  that  came  over  to  them,  re¬ 
ceived  Baptifm  in  pure  Water,  conformably  to  Chrift’s 
Inftitution ;  and  that  this  wasindeed  theTruth  of  theCafe, 
appears  from  the  Tenor  of  the  whole  Paragraph  whence 
thisCitation  is  made, which  is  pointed  intirely  againftthe 
popifh  Superftitions.  It  runs  thus,  44 They  believe  or  own 
44  little  or  nothing  of  theSacr aments  of  the  Churchy  ('viz.  of 
44  theChurch  of  Rome)  fuch  as  come  over  to  their  Sett  ymuSl 
“  every  One  be  baptized  in  meer  Water .  "They  make  710 
44  Blejjing  of  the  Salt ,  or  of  the  Water ,  nor  make  any  Ufe 

of  confecrated  Oyl”  Here  is  no  Intimation  that  they 
difapprov’d  of  their  former  Baptifm,  becaufe  it  was  re¬ 
ceived  in  Infancy,  but  becaufe  (  as  the  Words  ftrongly 
imply  )  they  look’d  on  the  popifh  Baptifms  as  corrupt 
and  invalid. 

And  if  thefe  Pyghards  were  the  fame  with  the  ancient 
Picards ,  as  it  is  thought  they  were,  it  does  not  appear 
that  thefe  latter  were  ever  charged  with  the  Denial  of  In¬ 
fant-Baptifm.  Dr.  Wall  fhews  from  good  Authorities, 
that  they  exprefly  own’d  it.  in  the  Confeffion  they  prefent- 
ed  to  King  Uladiflaus .  *  So  that  this  Inftance  of  the  Pyg- 
hards ,  or  Picards ,  is  fo  far  from  affording  any  Evidence 
of  their  Agreement  in  Opinion,  or  Practice  with  the  An- 
tipsedobaptifts,that  it  fcarce  affords  the  leaft  Probability 
ot  it.  But  it  is  highly  probable,  if  not  certain,  that  they 
were  led  into  the  Practice  they  are  charged  with,  from 
their  Efteem  of  popifh  Baptifm  as  a  Corruption  of  the 
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Ordinance,  whether  adminiftred  to  Perfons  in  Infancy,  or 
at  adult  Age.  And  though  Dr.  Gill  repeats  this  Inftance 
again,  P.  40.  Yet  he  has  added  no  new  Strength  to  it  ^ 
but  has  given  it  up,  inEffeft,  in  calling  them  indifferent- 
ly,  Pyghards ,  or  Picards  :  And  if  they  were  the  fame  (as; 
it  feems,  is  uncontroverted)  there  is  good  Evidence  that 
they  received  and  own’d  Infant- Baptifm,  as  Dr.  Wall  has 
fhewed  in  the  Place  above-cited.  And  the  fame  Anfwer 
may  fuffice  to  what  he  has  alleg’d  in  the  fame  Page  from 
Scultetus  his  Annals ,  on  the  Year  152 8, after  the  Anabap- 
tifts  had  made  fome  Progrefs  in  Germany  \  who  fays  (  as 
he  has  cited  him  )  “  That  the  united  Brethren  in  Bohe- 
tc  mia,  and  other  godly  Perfons  were  Re-baptized,  not 
“  that  they  patronized  the  Errors  of  the  Anabaptifts.” 
Our  Author  adds  inWay  of  Comment  upon  him,  “mean- 
ing  fuch  that  they  were  charged  with,  that  had  noRe- 
lation  to  Baptifm.”  This  might  pafs  for  Senfe,  if  he 
could  have  proved  Scultetus  to  have  been  an  Antipsedo- 
baptift  \  otherwife  it  is  vifible  to  any  unprejudic’d  Eye, 
that  he  does  include,  and  chiefly  intend  fuch  Errors  of 
the  Anabaptifts  as  had  a  Relation  to  Baptifm.  For  in 
the  Reafon  given  why,tho’  they  practiced  Re-baptizing, 
yet  they  did  not  patronize  the  Errors  of  the  Anabaptifts , 
there  is  not  the  leaft  Flint  that  they  difapproved  Baptifm 
in  Infancy  ;  but  as  he  has  exprefled  it,  cc  Becaufe  they 
“  could  not  fee  how  they  could  otherwife  feparate  them- 
“  felvesfrom  an  uncleanWorld-,”  which  manifeftly refers 
to  the  Pollutions  of  Popery,  by  which  they  fuppofed  the 
Ordinance  of  Baptifm  was  fo  contaminated  (as  well  as  o- 
ther  Ordinances  of  Chrift,  by  being  turned  into  a  meer 
Piece  of  Pageantry  )  as  to  lofe  its  Validity  and  Efficacy  ; 
and  therefore  would  diftinguifh  themfelves  from  that 
corrupt  Party  that  had  the  World  following  them,  by  re¬ 
ceiving  Baptifm  in  its  Purity  according  to  the  Inftitution 
of  Chrift.  And  this  confirms  what  was  before  obferv’d, 
as  theReafon  why  the  Pyghards, or  Picards  baptiied  a-new 
fuch  as  came  over  to  them.  Thus  we  lee  his  firft  Evi¬ 
dence  fails  of  evincing  that  which  he  pretends :  And  it 
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Is  the  onlyEvidence  he  is  able  to  produce  within  a  Hun- 
dredYears  before  the  Reformation  ;  yea,  I  may  fayThree 
Hundred  Years,  for  the  next  Inftance  he  has  mentioned 
bares  Date  nigh  Two  Hundred  Years  before,  in  the  Be^ 
ginning  of  the  thirteenth  Century  ;  Anno  Dow.  1215*  So 
that  it  may  be  faid  truly,  for  ought  that  appears  to  the 
contrary,  That  there  was  no  Debate  in  theChurch  about 
Infant-Baptifm,  at  lead:  for  Three  Hundred  Years  before 
the  Reformation. 

Secondly,  The  next  Inftance  among  thofe  which  he  has 
cited,  P.  32.  which  I  purpofe  to  mention  as  carrying 
fome  Colour  of  Pobability  in  it,  is  that  of  the  Petrcbru- 
Jians ,  fo  named  from  one  Peter  Bruis ,  who  began  to  vent 
his  Opinions  in  France  in  the  Country  of  Dauphin^  about 
the  Year  1126,  near  400  Years  before  the  Reformation  : 
Whether  this  Peter  Bruis ,  and  Henry  his  Follower  andSuc - 
cejjor  (  from  whom  the  Seft  was'  alfo  called  Henricians  ) 
wer^  Antipasdobaptifts,  that  had  any  Body  or  Society  of 
Men  adhering  to  them  in  that  Opinion  andPradlice  ?  Or 
whether  they  held  any  Baptifm  with  Water  for  the 
Adult,  and  denied  it  tolnfants  ?  I  fnall  neither  affirm  nor 
deny  *,  Becaufe  thofe  that  have  purpofely  made  the  ftrift- 
eft  Search  into  the  Authors  of  thofe  Times,  to  find  out 
the  Truth  of  Things,  as  Mr.  Baxter ,  Dr.  IVall  &  others, 
reprefent  it  as  aMatter  full  of  Intricacy  andUncertainty. 

Dr.  Wall  is  indeed  of  Opinion,  That  there  is  fuch  a 
Degree  of  Probability  in  the  Affirmative,  that  he  is  wil¬ 
ling  to  give  up  this  Inftance  to  the  Antipa£dobaptifts,tho9 
he  owns  there  is  no  certain  Evidence  of  it,  but  probable 
at  moft. 

Dr. Gill  catches  hold  on  thisConceffion,and  fays,Pj-32. 
<c  Dr.  Wall  allows  thefe  two  Men  ( viz.  Peter  Bruis  and 
Henry )  to  be  Antipasdobaptifts,  and  fays,  cc  Phey  were 
“  the  firjl  Antip^dobaptift  Preachers  that  ever  fet  up  a 
“  Church  or  Society  of  Men  holding  that  Opinion  againjl 
Infant-Baptifm ,  and  Re-baptizing  fuch  as  had  been  bap - 
tizedin  Infancy P  But  he  omits  (as  not  being  for  his 
Purpofe,)  that  whichDr .Wall adds  in  the  fameParagraph, 
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that  the  Account  he  gives  of  thofe  two  Men,may  equally 
gratify  the  Quakers,  for  he  believes  them  to  be  the  firfi 
likewife  of  ail  that  have  owned  the  Scriptures ,  that  even 
taught ,  that  the  Ufe  of  receiving  the  Lord's  Supper  is  not  to 
be  continued, *  For  this,  and  other  grofs  Errors  were 
charg  d  upon  them  by  their  popifh Adverfaries  ^  in  whofe 
Wi  itings  only  there  is  all  the  Evidence  that  is  extant  of 
their  denying  Infant-Baptifm.  And  what  is  found  in  the 
Writings  of  Prot  eft  ants  to  this  Purpofe,  is  copy’d  from 
them.  Therefore  .our  A ntipaedobaptifts  are  much  be¬ 
holden  to  Dr. trail's  Ingenuity  &  Impartiality  in  making 
this  Conceffion  ;  tho’  at  the  fame  Time, indifferent  Men 
muft  be  fenfible  that  theProofs  of  this  Charge  taken  from 
fuch  malicious  Accufers  as  the  Papifts,  are  little  to  be 
depended  on. 

Here  therefore  it  is  be  obferved,in  order  to  our  form¬ 
ing  a  right  Judgment  of  the  Petrobrufians ,  or  of  th tWal- 
denfes ,  that  arole  in  a  fhortTime  after  ;  that  about  their 
Time,  or  rather  a  confiderableTime  before  either  of  them 
made  their  Appearance  in  the  World,  there  rofe  up  feve- 
ral  Se6ts  in  thofe  Parts  of  the  World  (as  Dr.  Wall  has 
largely  fhewed,f  ;who,tho’  they  widely  differ’d  from  one 
another,  and  fome  of  them  held  Opinions  heretical  and 
pernicious,  yet  they  all  joined  together  in  declaiming  a- 
loud  againfl  theSuperflitions&  Corruptions  of  theChurch 
of  Rome  \  which  excited  the  Spleen  of  the  popifh  Party, 
who  in  their  Writings  againfl  them, without  diftinguifh- 
ing  the  Good  from  the  Bad,  were  apt  to  charge  the  heft 
with  the  Errors  of  the  word.  Their  Oppofition  to  the 
.  Pope,  and  popifh  Bifhops  and  Priefls,  was  Crime  enough 
in  their  Jndgment  to  deferve  the  Cenfure  of  wicked  He- 
reticks :  And  fome  of  them  were  really  bad, being  tainted 
with  the  impious  Herefy  of  the  Manichees  ;  who  were 
charg’d  with  holding  two  Principles  of  all  Things^  or  two 
Gods  *,  the  one  Good,  the  Author  of  all  Good  ;  the  other 
Evil,  the  Author  of  all  the  Evil  in  the  World  :  The  evil 
God ,  they  laid,  made  the  material  World  5  They  rejected 

the 
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the  Old  T efiament ,  and  all  the  Books  of  the  newy  except  the 
four  Gofpels  :  they  condemned  all  IVater-Baptijm ,  as  like- 
wile  Marriage ,  and  the  eating  any  Flejh ,  and  divers  other 
impious  and  abfurdTenets.  There  were  greatNumbers, 
it  is  faid,of  thefe  Manichees  that  mingled  themfelves  with 
thofe  SeCts,  by  whofe  Herefy  they  were  more  or  lefs  in¬ 
fected  •,  for  tho’  the  old  Manichees  that  held  thefe  vile 
Opinions  had  theirRife  in  the  EafternParts  of  theWorld, 
and  had  for  a  long  while  infefted  thofe  Parts,  yet  ( as 
Bijhop  Ufher  relates  from  good  Authors,  I,)  Conftantine , 
the  Son  of  Leo  Ifaaurus  Emperor  of  the  Eaft,  having  re¬ 
covered  Melitena ,  and  Theodofiopolis ,  Cities  of  Armenia , 
about  the  Year  755,  brought  the  Inhabitants, Syrians, and 
Armenians  into  Thrace ,  and  with  them  a  whole  Rabble 
of  Manichees  j  who  difperfed  their  heretical  Opinions  in 
thofe  Parts.  And  many  Years  after,  under  the  Reign  of 
John  Limifces  in  the  tenth  Century ,  vaft  Numbers  of  the 
Manichees  in  the  Eaft,  were  at  the  Requeft  of  Theodoras 
Bifhop  of  Antioch ,  to  the  Emperor, tranfplanted  into  the 
W  el  tern  Parts,  into  Thrace ,  and  from  thence  into  the 
neighbouring  Countries  of  Bulgaria  &  Sclavonia^whQncQ 
their  Herefy  came  to  be  propagated  into  Lombardy ,  and 
into  the  Southern  Parts  of  France ,  where  it  greatly  pre¬ 
vail’d  (great  Numbers  embracing  it)  and  continu’d  ’till 
the  Time  of  Peter  Bruis ,  and  the  Rife  of  the  IValdenfes . 
And  the  feveral  SeCts  that  had  been  form’d,  or  were  at 
that  Time  often  fpringing  up,  ’tis  obferved,  had  moftof 
them  aTinCture  of  the  Manichxan  Herefy  in  them  :  And 
tho’  there  was  a  great  Number  of  found  pious  Chriftians, 
who  kept  their  Purity,  and  witnefTed  againft  the  Romifh 
Idolatries  &  Superftitions,fuch  as  have  been  fince  known 
by  the  Name  of  the  IFaidenfes ,  yet  their  popifh  Adverfa- 
ries  writing  againft  them,  and  lumping  them  with  the 
other  Seels,  did  notfcruple  to  charge  them  with  the  im¬ 
pious  Herefies  of  the  Manichees  ;  as  Bijhop  Ujher  hath 
fully  fhewed.* 

Hence  arifesthe  uncertainty  of  the  Truth  of  what  is 

objeCled 
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objefted  againft  the  Petrobrufians ,  by  Petrus  Cluniacenfis , 
or  the  Abbot  of  Clugny, and  other  popifhWriters  ;  whether 
their  being  charged  with  the  denial  of  Infant-Baptifm  be 
a  true  Accufation,  or  a  Slander  caft  on  them  by  the  Pa - 
pfis  ;  for  there  is  no  Account  they  have  given  of  them- 
felves  extant  in  any  of  their  own  confeffing,  that  I  have 
ever  known  or  heard  of,  as  there  is  of  the  IValdenfes  ;  un- 
lefs  they  foon  after  came  over  to  the  JValdenfes^ and  incor¬ 
porated  with  them,  and  forfook  their  Error  of  denying 
the  Baptifm  of  Infants  (if  they  ever  held  it)  which  is  not 
unlikely  *,  for  Dr.  Wall  fays,  cC  That  Opinion  of  the 
<c  Petrobrufians  feems  to  have  been  in  a  fhort  Timeex- 
<c  tinguifhed  and  forgotten.5’*  If  it  was  a  trueAccufati- 
on,  then  for  the  fame  Reafon  we  ought  to  admit  the 
Truth  of  the  other  Accufations  brought  againft  them  by 
the  fame  Men  ;  and  thereby  it  will  appear, that  they  were 
guilty  of  fuch  vile  Errors,  as  rendred  them  unmeet  for 
any  Chriftian  Communion.  And  fo  I  doubt,  but  little 
Credit  will  arife  to  our  Antipsedobaptijls  by  owning  them 
For  PredecelTors.  For  befides  the  Denial  of  Infant-Bap* 
tifm,  they  are  charged  by  Peter  Abbot  of  Clugny ,  with 
holding,  that  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  is  not 
to  be  adminiftred  fince  Chrift's  Time^mA  that  it  is  a  mocking 
of  God  to  fing  in  the  Church .|]  If  they  were  the  fame  Sort 

of  Men,  that  St .  Bernard  inveighs  againft, in  his  Sermons 
on  the  Canticles  (as  Dr.  Gill  fuppofes,  Pa .  31.)  tho  he 
calls  them  by  no  Name,  but  fays,  they  call  themfelves 
Apoftolicks  *,  it  is  plain  they  had  imbib’d  the  Principles  of 
the  Manichees  ;  for  he  fays  not  only, that  they  laugh  at  us 
for  baptizing  Infants ,  (which  onlyDr.  G/7/has  cited  ;  ibid . 
as  a  Precedent  to  juftify  his  own  Se£t)  And  fo  did  thofe 
Manichees  (becaufe  they  renounced  and  derided  all  Water- 
Baptifm)  And  fo  do  the  Quakers  now,  as  well  as  the^«- 
tiptfdobaptifis  deride  the  Baptifm  of  Infants ;  but  he  char¬ 
ges  them  with  holding  the  more  grofs  Opinions  of  the 
Manichees ,  as  that  \they  held  it  unlawful  to  Swear  in  any 
other  Caje  ,  but  being  examined  of  their  Tenets ,  they  would 

fwear 
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/wear  and  for  [wear  in  the  denial  of  them .  2.  That  they 

held  Marriage  a  wicked  Uncleannefs  ( only  [ome  of  them  faid 
that  Virgins  might  marry  and  none  elfe )  and  yet  they  kept 
Company  with  Women  in  aW ay  that  gave  great  Scandalfac. 
3. That  they  held  the  eating  of allFleJh  &c.  unlawful .  4  .That 
they  owned  not  the  Old  T eft  ament ,  and  fome  of  them ,  none 
of  the  New  but  the  Gofpels.f  Now  fee  the  unfairnefs  of 
Dr.  Gill  in  quoting  only  that  Article  that  relates  to  the 
Baptifm  of  Infants,  bearing  his  Reader  in  Hand,  that 
thefe  Men  were  of  the  fame  Perfuafion  with  thofe  of  his 
own  Sedt.  When  it  is  evident,  that  if  they  held  thofe 
otherPrinciples,  they  are  equally  charged  with  by  the  fame 
Author,  they  were  infedled  with  the  Herefy  of  the  Mani- 
chees ,  and  fo  derided  all  Water-Baptifm,  only  becaufe  it 
was  the  general  Pradtice  in  the  Catholick  Church  to  ad- 
miniftei/ it  to  Infants,  they  made  that^  peculiarly,  the 
Matter  of  their  Scoff  and  Derifion. 

The  fame  Sort  of  Heriticks  were  probably  intended  by 
Evervinus ,  of  the  Diocefe  of  Cologne ,  of  whom  he  gives 
an  Account  in  a  Letter  he  wrote  to  St.  Bernard ,  a  little 
before  the  Year  1140,  defcribing  them  by  their  Tenets, 
They  condemn ,  he  fays,  the  Sacraments^except  Baptifm  only, 
and  this  only  in  thofe  who  are  come  to  Age  &c.  ThisPart 
of  the  Letter,  our  Author  quotes  out  of  Dr.  Wall ;  but 
artfully  conceals  the  other,  which  is  to  be  found  in  the 
fame  Writer,  and  which  fhews  them  to  have  been  Mani- 
chees ,  viz.  All  Marriage  they  call  Fornication^  except  that 
which  is  between  two  Virgins  &c.%  Which  was  one  of  the 
Principles  of  the  Manichees ,  as  we  have  obferved. 

There  is  no  certain  Knowlege  to  be  obtain’d,  whether 
the  Things  laid  to  the  Charge  of  this  People,  (viz.  the 
Petrobrujians )  by  the  Papifts  be  true  or  falfe.  But  I  in¬ 
fill  upon  it,  there  is  no  Reafon  why  we  JOhould  admit  the 
Charge  of  their  denying  Infant-Baptifm  to  be  true&juft, 
without  admitting  the  other  odious  Errors  and  Herefies 
charg  d  upon  them  by  the  fameMen  to  be  truealfo.  And 
if  this  be  admitted  to  be  the  Cafe,  one  would  think,  that 

cur 
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our  Antipae dob aptijis  ftiould  not  be  fond  of  any  Affinity 
or  Agreement  with  fuch  People,  unlefs  the  darlingPoint 
of  Antipaedobaptifm  be  of  moreWeight  &  Account  with 
them,  than  the  very  Fundamentals  of  natural  &  revealed 
Religion,  which  are  fubverted  by  the  forementioned  Ma- 
nichsean  Principles.  But  indeed,there  is  but  littleAgree- 
ment  with  them  in  that  very  Point ;  for  tho’  they  equally 
hold  that  Infants  are  not  to  be  baptiz’d,  yet  they  widely 
differ  as  to  the  Grounds  and  Realons  of  their  denying 
Baptifm  to  them.  The  Petrobrufians  maintain’d,  that 
no  Infants  could  be  faved,  therefore  it  is  in  vain  to  bap¬ 
tize  them.  TheirTenet  in  this  Particular,  as  Peter  Ab¬ 
bot  of  Clugny  (who  wrote  againft  them)  has  reprefented 
it  is,  in  Brief,  to  this  Effect.  %  “  Chrift  fays  in  the 

ct  Gofpel,  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized  jhall  be  faved  * 
cc  but  he  that  believeth  not ,  fhall  be  damned.  From  thefe 

Words  of  our  Saviour  it  is  plain,  that  none  can  be 
6C  faved,  unlefs  he  believe  and  be  baptized,  that  is, have 

both  Chriftian  Faith  &  Baptifm  *,  for  not  one  of  thefe, 
«  but  both  together  do  fave.  So  that  Infants, tho’  they 
cc  be  by  you  baptized,  yet  fince  by  Reafon  of  their  Age 
<c  they  cannot  believe,  are  not  faved.”  And  therefore 
concluded,  that  the  wafhing  their  Bodies  withWater  was 
an  idle  and  ufelefs  Ceremony,  fince  their  being  baptized 
avails  nothing  to  theirSalvation,  being  uncapable  of  Faith. 
But  our  preient  Antipaedobaptifts  do  not,  as  far  as  ap¬ 
pears,  agree  to  this  Opinion,  but  hold  the  direct  Con¬ 
trary,  that  Infants  dying  unbaptized  are  faved,  and  have 
no  Need  of  Baptifm  *,  nor  are  they  ever  the  more  faved 
for  their  being  baptized  ;  as  if  their  Salvation  were  a  na¬ 
tural  Right,  and  depended  not  on  theWill  &Vv  ildom  of 
Chrift  in  the  Difpenfation  of  it,  according  to  his  own  In- 
ftitution.  But  it  muft  be  confefs’d,  that  if  thofe  \\  ords 
of  our  Saviour  in  the  Goipel  be  underftood  to  compre¬ 
hend  Infants  (otherwife  than  as  they  are  included  in  the 
Profeffionof  their  believing  Parents  which  gives  them  a 

Covenant  Ri^ht  with  them  to  theOrdinance  of  Baptifm) 

the 
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the  Conclufion  which  the  Petrobruftans  drew  From  them, 
feems  much  more  direct  and  natural,  That  Infants  cannot 
be  faved,  than  that  of  the  Antipaedobaptifts,  That  they 
ought  not  to  be  baptised,  becaufe  they  cannot  believe  ; 
for  the  befbre-mention’d  Declaration  of  our  Saviour  does 
more  exprefly  make  their  believing  neeeffary  toSalvatiort, 
than  unto  Baptifm  :  And  if  our  Saviour  meant,  by  that 
Prerequifite  of  Faith,  to  exclude  Infants  from  Baptifm,  a& 
ouMdverlaries  pretend, ’tis  an  unavoidable  Coniequence, 
that  he  equally  intended  to  exclude  them  from  Salvation. 
Therefore  I  fee  no  Reafon  but  that  our  Antip&dobaptifts 
(  in  Confequence  of  their  Principles )  muft  come  into  aft 
Agreement  with  the  old  Petrobruftans^  in  that  uncharita¬ 
ble  Opinion, that  excludes  all  Infants  from  Salvation  s  if 
the  Charge  exhibited  againft  them  be  true. 

But  now  on  the  other  Hand,  If  it  be  a  Slander  Cafton 
them  by  popifh  Malice,  taking  Occafion  from  the  Inter¬ 
mixture  of  fome  Manichees  among  them,  to  tax  them  un- 
defervedly  with  theirOpinions ;  this  Inftance,  with  others 
that  depend  on  the  fame  Foundation,  makes  nothing  for 
Dr.  Gilt s  Purpofe.  And  tho’  his  Evidence  from  it  is  very 
precarious,  in  Regard  of  the  Uncertainty  we  are  under  as 
to  this  Matter,  yet  he  concludes  hence,  after  hisManner, 
with  the  higheft  Degree  of  Afturance,  P.  33  u  That  it 
is  out  of  all  Doubt,  that  this  was  a  Matter  of  Debate 
6C  400  Years  before  th zMadmen  ofMunfler  fet  themfelves 
c;  againft  it.” 


Dr.  W all ,  tho’  he  is  of  Opinion,  that  this  one  Se£t  of 
the  P  etrobrufians  did  peculiarly  deny  Infant-Raptifm,  yet 
obferves,  that  thofe  P^edobabtifts  who  refus’d  to  give  Cre¬ 
dit  to  it,  as  being  fupported  only  by  popifh  Evidence3 
have  two  Things  to  plead,  which  he  owns  are  very  confi- 
derable  (and  which,  I  think* carry  fo  muchWeight  in  the 
Cafe,  as  might  juftly  abate  the  Confidence  of  thofe  of  the 
contrary  Opinion)  which  are,  Firfl,  “  That  it  is  com- 
“  mon  for  Men  to  flander  their  Adverfaries  about  the 
“  Opinions  they  hold.” — *  And  it  has  been  the  known* 
Practice  or  thePapift^  to  do  fo,  in  ci  peculiar  Manner,. 

Secondly  i 
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Secondly ,  “  That  we  ought  in  all  Reafon  either  to  deny 
“  Credit  to  thefe  popifh  Writers  concerning  thefe  Men, 
or  elle  to  believe  them  in  one  Thing  as  well  as  another. 
“  If  we  allow  them  for  good  Witnefles,  then  thofe  that 
“  they  defcribe,  were  Men  of  fuch  unfound  Opinions  in 
“  other  Things,  as  that  no  Church  would  be  willing  to 
“  own  them  for  Predeceffors  .-  But  if  we  account  them 
“  Slanderers,  we  ought  not  to  conclude  from  theirTefti- 
“  mony,that  any  oftheleMendeniedInfant-Baptifm,&c.” 
And  he  adds,  “  Thefe  Confiderations  do  in  a  great 
“  Meafurejuftify  thofe  Padobaptijls,  who  maintain  that 
“  there  is  no  certain  Evidence  of  any  Church  or  Society 
“  of  Men,  that  oppos’d  Infant- Baptifm,  till  thofe 
“  Germany  f  *  about  the  Year  1522.  But  fuppofing 
with  Dr.  Wall ,  it  is  probable,  thole  P  etrobrufians  were 
Antip^edobaptifls  in  Principle  and  Practice,  about  which 

1  confefs  it  is  fcarce  worth  while  to  contend.  They 
were  4  fmaliand  obfcure  Sect,  that  had  their  Rife  about 
400  Years  before  the  Reformation,  and  tho’  Peter  Bniis 
and  Henry  his  Succeffor  might  gather  a  Number  of  Fol¬ 
lowers, to  compofe  a  Society, or  fomething  like  aChurch  ; 
yet  they  continued  but  a  fhort  Time,  fcarce  till  the  next 
Age,  but  were  either  foon  after  converted  from  their  Er¬ 
ror,  or  clifpers’d,  and  difappear’d  ;  nothing  more  (as  far 
as  can  be  learnt)  being  ever  known  or  heard  of  them,  for 

2  or  300  Years  before  the  Rife  of  the  German  Anabap¬ 
tists.  So  that  they  fcarce  deferve  the  Name  of  anExcep- 
tion  from  the  Univerfal  Church, every  where  diffus’d,  and 
of  1500  Years  Duration.  In  all  which  Time  it  can’t  be 
pretended, with  any  Ground  of  Probability, that  there  has 
been  any  otherBody  of  Men  profeffedly  appearing  againft 
Infant-Baptifm,  nor  any  one  Man,  not  even  P'ertullian 
(  of  whom  before  )  upon  the  Principles  of  the  modem 
Antipaedobaptifts. 

I  promifed  to  touch  briefly  on  the  other  Inftances  our 
Author  has  produced  under  this  Plead.  Thofe  which  he 
has  mention’d  about  the  Times  of  the  p  etrobrufians^  or  a 

little 
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little  after, rely  on  the  fameCredit  with  what  is  faid  of  that 
Se6t,  viz.  That  of  popifh  Accufation  :  And  the  fame 
Anfwer  may  fuffice  to  them,  as  to  the  other.  The  Con¬ 
demnation  of  Peter  Bruis ,  and  Arnold  of  Brefcia ,  by  the 
Lateran  Council,  A.D .  1 1  39->f°r  denying  Infant -BaptifmK 
{P.32.)  may  be  accounted  for,  the  fame  Way. 

St. Bernard's  Complaint,  in  a  Letter  dated  in  the  Year 
1 147,  to  the  Earl  of  St. Gyles ,  of  his  harbouring  Henry  an 
Heretic!^  by  whom  the  Infants  of  Chrifiians  were  kindred 
from  the  Life  of  Chrift ,  the  Grace  Baptifm  being  denied 
them  free.  fP.3 1.)  was  in  all  Probability  grounded  on  the 
Report  he  had  received  from  malicious  Accufers,and  not 
on  any  certain  Knowledge  he  had  himfelf  of  that  Matter* 
in  charging  him  and  hisPollowers  with  oppofing  theBap- 
tifm  of  Infants.  St.  Bernard  (  faith  Fuller  )  “  taking  it 
c;  rather  from  the  Rebound, than  ftrftRife,  chargeth  them 
“  therewith.55  j  As  to  the  Letter  of  the  Bp.  of  Arles  in 
PrGvence  to  Pope  Innocent  the  third  feited  by  ourAuthor* 
P.  29,  30)  reprefenting  to  him,  “  That  fome  Hereticks 
66  there  had  taught,  that  it  was  to  no  Furpofe  to  baptize 
“  Children,  fince  they  could  have  no  RemifTion  of  Sins 
“  thereby,  &c.”  it  may  be  faid,  thofe  Hereticks  might 
be  fome  of  the  Manichean  Sedts,  for  ought  that  appears 
to  the  conti  ary.  Or  perhaps,  they  were  fome  Remnants 
of  the  Petrobrufians ,  of  whom  enough  has  been  faid  al¬ 
ready.  As  for  thofe  Gafcoigners  ( mentioned  in  the  fame 
Page)  that  came  over  into  Rngland  under  Gerhardus  and 
Lulcinus ,  their  Leaders,  in  the  Year  1158,  he  knows  not 
what  to  make  of  them  from  his  Authors.  “  Mr.  Fox 
“  fuppofes,  they  had  received  fome  Light  of  Know" 
<c  ledge,  of  the  IV t ddenfes . — Rap  in  calls  themGVra^He- 
“  reticks—  But  William  of  Newbourgh  calls  them  Pub - 
Beans  5?Which  was  theName  of  oneSedt  of  th eManF 
ihees,  who  denied  allWater-Baptifm*  But  it  feems,  the 
Writer  laft  mentioned  comes  nearer  our  Authors  Wifh  : 
for  he  relates,  that  thefe  Men  4C  being  interrogated 
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*c  at  a  Council  held  at  Oxford ,  concerning  theirFaith,faid 
“  perverfe  Things  concerning  the  divine  Sacraments,5* 
( then,  before,  they  were  Antipredobaptifts  )  <c  detefting 
“  holyBaptifm,  the  Eucharift,  and  Marriage  *,55  therefore 
they  were  as  certainiyManichees,  orQuakers,inPrinciple. 
What  fignifies  then  the  Manufcript  Quotation  from  Ra- 
dulph  the  Monk  (which,  for  ought  he  knows,  might  be  a 
monkifh 'Legend)  charging  them  with  averting,  “  That 
“  Infants  ought  not  to  be  baptized,  till  they  c;ome  to  the 
“  Age  of  Underftanding55  (which  fs  no  more  than 
what  a  Manichee  might  fay  then ,  and  a  Quaker  now  (tho* 
they  both  difown  all  Water  Baptifm)  as  well  as  thofe  that 
deny  Infant- Baptifm  peculiarly  )  when  it  plainly  appears 
by  the  printed  Account  he  had  cited,  that  thefe  Men  re¬ 
jected  both  the  Sacraments  of  the  New-Teftament,  de¬ 
leting  holy  Baptifm  and  the  Euchariji  !  Our  Author,  it 
Teems,  is  put  to  hard  Shifts  to  find  outPrecedents  for  his 
Opinion  in  thofe  Times,  when,  rather  than  fail,  he  will 
^admit  into  the  Number,  fuch  a  Sort  of  People,  who  ap¬ 


pear  to  be  at  a  much  nearer  Agreement  with  thtQuakers, 
than  with  the  Antipaedobaptifts. 

But  he  has  an  harder  Talk  yet,  to  produce  Examples 
to  his  Purpofe  before  theTimes  of  the  Petrobrufians .  The 
few  Instances  he  has  mentioned,  I  {hall  alfo  briefly  confi¬ 
des  The  fir'll  is  that  of  5r##0,Bifhop  of  Angers  inFrance , 
and  Berengarius^  Archdeacon  of  the  fame  Church.  All  the 
Evidence  that  either  of  thefe  oppos’d  Infant-Bnptilm, re¬ 
lies  upon  common  Fame,  gather’d  from  a  Letter  wrote 
by  Deodwin  Bifhop  of  Liege ,  to  Henry  I.  King  of  France  *, 
which  runs  thus,  as  he  has  cited  it—  “  There  is  aReport 
come  out  of  France?  which  goes  through  all  Germany , 
that  theft  two  do  maintain  that  the  Lord’s  Body  (  the 
Hoft)  is  not  the  Body,  but  a  Shadow  or  Figure  of  the 
Lord’s  Body.  And  that  they  do  difannul  lawful  Mar¬ 
riage  ;  and  as  far  as  in  them  lies,  overthrow  the  Bap¬ 
tifm  of  Infants.55  But  what  is  chiefly  find  in  Hiftory 
concerning  thisAAair,  relates  only  or  chiefly  to  Bei  engai  in  > 

who  appear’d  in  the  eleventh  Century  (about  190  "Years 
rr  before 
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before  the  Petrobrufians  and  Wdldenfes  )  to  oppofe  Tran- 
fubftantiation,  or  the  Do<Strine  of  the  corporal  Prefence  of 
our  Lord  in  the  Sacrament  of  his  Supper  ;  which  was 
then  ftiffly  maintained  in  the  Church  of  Rome.  And 
this  is  all,  that  appears  to  be  the  Truth,  in  that  Report 
mentioned  in  Deodwin’s  Letter.  For  Berengarius  had 
many  Adverfaries, and  manyCouncils  held  againfthim  and 
his  Followers  in  thatAge.  But  Bp .UJher,  who  has  trac’d 
his  Profecution  thro’  feveral  Councils,  affirms,  that  in  the 
whole  Procefs  his  Adverfaries  had  no  Controverfy  with 
him  about  Anabaptifm.  *  Nor  does  ip  appear,  that  either 
Bruno  or  Berengarius  were  ever  charg’d  with  the  Denial 
of  Infant- Baptifm  :  Therefore  we  may  take  it  as  aThing 
morally  certain, that  they  did  not  hold  thatError  ;  other- 
wife  their  imbittered  Adverfaries  would  not  have  fail’d  to 
have  charg’d  them  with  it.-  Nor  can  it  be  inferred  from 
the  Report  that  Deodwln  mentions,  which  is  generally 
exprefs’d,TAz/  they  did  as  far  as  in  them  lay,overthrow  the 
Baptifm  of  Infants.  He  does  not  fay,  they  denied  it.  And 
if  there  were  any  Foundation  for  that  Report,  Bp.  UJher  is 
of  Opinion,  it  might  arife  from  their  oppofing  that  cor- 
ruptDo&rine  of  theChurch  of  Rome, That  theSacraments 
confer  Grace  ex  opere  operato,  i.  e.  by  the  meer  Work 
done ;  which  might  give  a  Handle  to  the  Papifts,  to  re¬ 
proach  them  with  overthrowing  theSacrament  ofBaptifm, 
which  was  ufually  adminifter’d  to  Infants.  And  he  quotes 
Alanus  (in  his  3dBookagainfttheHereticks  of  hisTime)fo 
unaerftanding  them, as  if  they  had  faid.  That  Baptifm  has 
no  Efficacy ,  either  in  Infants  or  the  Adult  ;  and  that  there¬ 
fore  Men  are  not  bound  to  receive  Baptifm.  -f  So  that  if  that 
Ground  of  the  Report  (  which  had  fuels  a  finifter  Inter¬ 
pretation  put  upon  it  by  the  Papifts  )  were  true,  it  is  no¬ 
thing  at  all  to  the  Purpofe.  And  what  Guitmundus  fays, 
who  was  one  of  Berengarius s  Adverfaries,  (  whom  our 
Author  quotes,  P.J34.)  That  he  did  not.  teach  rightly  con¬ 
cerning  the  Baptifm  of  Inf  ants,  &c.  he  took  wholly  on 
the  Credit  of  the  forefaid  Letter  of  Deodwin  ;  and  there-- 
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foie  needs  no  further  Anfwer. —  The  next  is  a  Paflace 
which  Mr.  Stennet  recites  from  Dr.  Allix ,  and  ourAuthor 
from  him,  concerning  one  Gundulphus  and  his  Followers, 
who  being  examined  at  the  Synod', by  the  Bp.  of  Cambray, 
in  the  Year  1025,  denied  that  Baptilm  was  profitable  to 
Infants,  and  gave  fome  Reafons  againft  their  Baptifm. 
And  our  Author  acids,  te  Dr.  JR  all  indeed  reprefents 
theie  Men, the  Difciples  of  G undulphus,  as  Quakers  and 
“  Manichees  in  the  Point  of  Baptifm,”  {Ibid.)  One  may 
here  fee  an  Inftance  of  the  Craft  of  thefe  Writers,  in  clip¬ 
ping  their  Quotations  to  ferve  their  ownCaufe.  Dr  Wall 
had  correfted  theLJniairnefs  of  Mr.  Stennet  fa  quoting  only 
thatPaffage  from  Dr.  Allix* sBook  relating  to  thofeMen, 
viz.  their  denying  that  Baptifm  could  do  any  good  to  Infants ; 
leaving  out  what  follows  in  the  fameAuthor,  viz.  “  That 
in  the  fame  Examination,  being  further  interrogated, 
<c  the  Men  confefs’d,  that  they  thought  Water-Baptifm 
“  of  noUfeor  Neceffity  to  any  one.  Infant  or  Adult.”* 
So  that  it  is  Dr.  Allix  indeed  (from  whom  theQuotation 
was  made  )  that  reprefents  thofe  Men  as  Quakers  or  Ma- 
nichces  in  the  Point  of  Baptifm,  holding  that  Water-Bap¬ 
tifm  is  of  no  Ufe  to  any.  But  our  Author  brings  inDr. 
Wall  as  correcting,  not  Mr  .Stennet’s  Partiality,  but  rather 
the  learned  Dr.  Allix  his  Account  of  thofe  Men  :  And  fo 
is  rather  more  unfair  &  difingenuous,thanMr.S'/m/i?/.  Dr. 
Gill  having  feen  the  Correction,  yet  perfifts  in  the  Fal¬ 
lacy  put  upon  the  Reader,  and  then  goes  on  vaunting 
from  his  abufed  Authors,  (ibid.)  44  So  we  have  Teftimo- 
<c  nies,  that  Pasdobaptifm  was  oppos’d  500  Years  before 
“  the  Affair  of  Munjler .” 

In  the  next  Place,he  takes  a  large  Stride,  from  the  ele¬ 
venth,  up  to  the  fourth  Century  (not  being  able  to  find 
in  the  intervening  Centuries  one  fingle  Inftance,  that  he 
could  with  the  leaft  Shew  of  Probability  pretend, was  an 
Oppofer  of  Pasdobaptifm,  for  theSpace  of  more  than  600 
Years;  and  fays,  P.  34,  35.  “  If  the  Pelagians,  the  Do- 
natiAs,  and  Luciferians  were  againft  Infant  Baptifm,  as 
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cc  feveral  Paedobaptift  Writers  affirm,  this  carries  theOp- 
“  pofition  to  it  ftill  higher.5’  What  Paedobaptift  Wri¬ 
ters  confirm  this,  I  know  not :  It  is  poffible,  however, 
fome  might  be  induc’d  to  allow  it, from  fomemiftakenEx- 
preffions  in  Authors  concerning  the  Donatifis  their  being 
termed  Anabaptifts ,  becaufe  of  their  Practice  of  Re-bap¬ 
tizing  fuch  as  came  over  to  theirSedt.  He  might  as  well 
have  added  the  Arians  to  the  Number,  who  have  been  by 
fome  Writers  call'd  Anabaptifis,  for  the  fame  Reafonj  not 
becaufe  they  difapproved  of  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  but 
difagreeing  with  the  Orthodox  in  theDodrine  of  theTri- 
nity,in  the  Name  whereof  Baptifm  was  adminiflred,they 
re-baptized  fuch  as  embrac’d  their  Error,  and  came  over 
to  their  Communion.']'*  The  Miftake  concerning  th ^Pe¬ 
lagians  might  arife  from  their  Denial  of  original  Sin  in 
Infants.  Therefore  Pelagius  is  charged  by  fome  with 
denying  Infant-Baptifm,  becaufe  he  denied  that  which 
was  reputed  by  the  Church  the  Ground  and  Reafon  of  it. 
This  Charge  Pelagius  difown’d,  and  complain’d  of  it  as 
i  Slander  (as  has  been  fhewn)  and  St.  Auftin  argu’d  a- 
gain  ft  the  Pelagians  from  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  as  ex 
: onfeffo ,  to  the  puzling  and  confounding  their  Caufe. 
The  Donatifts  and  Luciferians  were  in  a  State  of  Schifm 
:rom  the  Catholick  Church ;  and  fo  might  re-baptize 
:uch  as  came  over  to  their  Party  ;  as  it  is  certain  the 
Donatifis  did,  efteeming  all  Baptifm  adminiftred  in  the 
Catholick  Church,  whether  to  Infants  orAdults,  invalid  ; 
tnd  not  becaufe  of  any  Diffike  they  had  to  the  Baptifm  of 
infants.  And  there  is  moreover  good  Evidence, that  the 
Donatifis  were  in  the  Pradtice  of  Infant-Baptifm.  Pela - 
\iusy  in  his  Confeffion  &  Letter  fent  to  Pope  Innocent  the 
irft(  which  I  have  before  cited)  declares, that  he  never  knew 
cr  heard  of  any  Catholick  or  Heretick  that  would  deny 
Saptifm  to  Infants  :  It  is  then  paft  all  reafonableDoubt, 
tiat  none  of  the  Sedts,  here  mentioned, oppos’d  it.  In  the 
niean.Time,  I  cannot  but  obferve,  that  our  Author  is 
mt  troubled  with  over-much  Modefty  \  otherwife  he 
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might  have  blufh  d  at  the  Thought  of  admittin0,  thole 
Hereicks  a^d  Sclufmaticks  into  the  Catalogue  of  his 
pretended  Predeceilors.  He  thinks  it  ftrange,  that  fince 
it  had  «  not  its  Eftablifliment  till  the  Times  of  Auftin, 
there  fhould  be  none  to  fet  themfelves  againft  it.”  P.3 5. 
But  to  iay,  that  Xnfant-Baptifm  had  not  its  EJlabljJhment 
till  the  Times  of  Aufiin,  is  to  take  a  Liberty  to  fay,  not 
what  the  Truth  of  Things  requires,  but  what  pleafes  him 
belt ;  without,  and  againft  all  Evidence  from  Antiquity, 
which  has  been  in  Part  (but  fufficiently)  fhewed,  And 
therefore  theCaufeof  hisWonderingisagroundlefsFancy. 
For  which Reafon,  I  don’t  at  all  wonder  that  he  is  fo  lame 
and  defective  ia  his  Proofs^  that  there  were  any  fuch  *,  for 
neither  Dr:  Gtll%  nor  any  other  Antipaedobaptift,  has 
been  ajble  to  produce  any  good  Evidence  of  fo  much  as 
one  Man,  either  Contemporary  with  Aufiin,  or  for  fix  or 
feven  Hundred  Years  after,  that  fet  himfelf  againft  In- 
Jant-Baptifm,  which  (in  Cafe  it  had  not  been  eftablifhed 
in  the  Practice  of  the  Church  before  Aujiin  appeared,) 
had  been  the  itrangeft  Thing  of  alh 

rsut  he  has  not  yet  done ;  There  is,  it  feems,oneThing 
more  that  he  thinks  favours  his  Conceit,  that  is,  a  Canon 
of  the  Council  held  at  Carthage  in  the  Year  418,  which 
is  to  this  n  ffett,  as  he  has  rendered  it  :  Alfo  it  is  our 
Pleafure,  that  whoever  denies,  that  new-born  Infants 
are  to  be  baptized ;  or  fays,  they  are  indeed  to  be 
*rC  baptized  for  the  Remiffion  of  Sins,  and  yet  that  they 
derive  no  original  Sin  from  Adam,  to  be  expiated  by 
€C  the  walking  of  Regeneration  $~Let  him  b  t  Anathema” 
{ibid.)  This  Council  was  held  againft  the  Pelagians ,  and 
the  Canon  cited  is  plainly  pointed  againft  their  Herefy, 
who  f  wn?d  the  Baptifhi  of  Infants,  and  yet  denied  origi¬ 
nal  Sin  in  them  that  needed  thatWafhing.  But  he  afks, 
Ir  there  were  none  that  oppofed  the  Baptifm  of  new- 
cc  born  Infants,  why  fhould  the  firft  Part  of  thi3  Canot 
be  made  ?”  I  anfwer,  1.  It  may  be  accounted  for 
without  fuppoxing,  there  were  any  in  thofe  Times  that 
oppos’d  thf  Baptifm  of  Infants  •  It  it  were  only  defigned 
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to  confirm  the  Argument,  which  theCatholicks  conftantly 
us’d  to  prove  that  Infants  were  not  without  Sin,  derived 
by  natural  Generation  from  Adam ,  taken  from  the  gene¬ 
ral  Practice  of  the  Church  in  adminiftring  Baptifm  to 
thofe  of  that  early  Age,  before  they  could  be  guilty  of 
adtual  Sins  ;  and  alfo  to  obviate,  or  cut  off  the  Plea,  that 
might  be  made  ufe  of  by  any  to  evade  the  Force  of  that 
Argument, by  denying  that  Infants  ought  to  be  baptized ; 
of  which  Pelagius  is  faid  to  have  been  accufed,  but  with¬ 
out  any  other  Grounds,  it  feems,  but  that  ot  it’s  vifible 
Connection  with  his  otherTenet,thatInfants  are  free  from 
the  Defilement  of  original  Sin.  And  therefore  theCoun- 
cil  denounces  an  Anathema  againft  him  that  fhould  deny 
the  Baptifm  of  new-born  Infants.  Take  the  Canon  en¬ 
tire,  as  it  is  level’d  againft  the  Pelagian  Herefy,this  can’t 
be  thought  unreafonable.  Neverthelefs,  I  am  rather  in¬ 
clin’d  to  think,  2.  That  the  firft  Part  of  the  Canon  was 
fram’d  with  a  particular  View  to  the  Opinion  of  thofe 
who  held,  thatlnfants  were  not  to  be  baptized  before  the 
eighth  Day  from  their  Birth  ;  tho’  they  fully  agreed  to 
the  Practice  of  Infant-Baptifm*  yet  thought  the  old  Law 
of  Circumcifion  was  fo  far  to  besregarded,as  to  determine 
the  Day  before  which  Infants  were  not  to  be  baptized. 
He  fays,  “This  wantsProof ;  viz.  ’’That  there  werefome 
People  of  this  Opinion  in  the  Time  of  this  Council,  that 
the  firft  Part  of  the  Canon  fhould  be  made  with  Refpedt 
to  them.  Anf.  But  it  is  fufficiently  manifeft,  partly,  in 
that  the  fameOpinion  had  been  ftarted,  and  was  difcufs’d 
and  rejedled  by  a  Council  held  byCyprian  inthefameCity 
of  Carthage,  confifting  of  fixty  fixBifhops,  about  ifoYears 
before,  occafioned  by  aQueftion  put  to  Cyprian  by  Fidtts, 
a  Bilhop  or  Prefbyter  in  fome  Part  of  the  Country  about 
Carthage ,  Whether  Infants  were  to  be  baptiz’d  before  the 
eighth  Day  ?  Cyprian  with  his  Colleagues  came  into  an 
unanimousDetermination  againft  this  Opinion  ;  whereqf 
Mention  has  been  made  before.  Which  renders  it  highly 
probable  that  this  was  the  Notion  of  more  than  &  Jingle 
ferfon,  and  that  there  were  fotne  that -maintain’d  and  ad¬ 
hered 
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hered  to  this  Notion,  even  to  the  Year  418,  when  it  was 
condemn’d  a  fecondTime  by  aCouncil  ziCarthage. Partly, 
it  appears  from  the  original  Words  of  the  Canon,  which 
have  a  diredt  Afpedt  on  the  forefaid  Opinion  ;  a  right 
Tranflation  whereof:  might  have  fatisfied  theReader, with¬ 
out  further  Proof.  The  Words  in  the  Original  are.  Item 
placuit *  ut  quicunque  parvulos  recentes  ah  uteris  matrum 
baptizandos  Negate  &c.  Anathema  fit .  Dr.  Gill  (whether 
defignedly,or  not,  I  fhall  not  fay)  has  not  fairly  render’d 
thefe  words  of  the  Canon  into  Englijh ,  in  that  he  has  not 
given  the  proper  and  full  Emphafis  of  the  Words  Parva- 
los  recentes  ab  Uteris  matrum ,  when  he  renders  them  by  a 
more  general  Term,  new-born  Infants ,  which  may  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  an  Infant  of  a  Month  old, or  more,  as  well  as  to 
one  of  a  Day  old.  Whereas  the  literal  Tranflation  is  ; 
Alfo  it  is  our  Pleafure ,  (or,  it  is  refolved)  that  whofoever 
denies  that  Infants  come  frefh  from  their  Mothers  Wombs 
are  to  be  baptiz'd ,  &c.  let  him  be  Anathema .  Which  Man¬ 
ner  of  Expreffion  can’t  otherwife  be  fo  well  accounted 
for,  than  as  it  relates  to,  and  is  diredted  againft  thofe  that 
held  the  foremention’dOpinion,ThatInfants  are  not  to  be 
baptiz’d  any  Time  when  come  frefh  from  their  Mo¬ 
thers  Wt omb ,  till  at  leaft  they  be  eight  Days  old  *,  tho’  the 
Maintainers  of  thisOpinion  were  far  from  denying,  that 
Infants  ought  to  be  baptized.  Either  of  thefe  Ways, the 
former  Part  of  the  Canon  may  reafonably  be  accounted 
for  :  And  if  fo,  there  ftill  wants  Proof,  much  more,  that 
there  were  any  at  that  Time  that  oppos’d  theBaptilm  of 
Infants. 

However, to  be  fure  of  fomething  that  may  look  like  a 
Proof,  that  Infant-Baptifm  was  Matter  of  Debate  in  the 
Church  before  the  Madmen  of  Munfter  appear’d  in  the 
World,  and  as  fufpedling  that  all  his  Allegations  hitherto 
might  be  rejedted  as  at  leaft  doubtful  and  uncertain  ;  he 
runs  up  at  laft  to  his  Tertullian  in  the  Beginning  of  the 
thirdCentury,  and  fays, 3 6.  “However,  certain  it  is 
that  ^Tertullian  oppos’d  the  Baptilm  ol  Infants,  and 
diffuaded  from  it,  who  is  the  firft  Writer  that  makes 
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“  mention  of  it ;  fo  it  appears, that  as  ioon  as  ever  it  was 
<c  fet  on  Foot,  it  became  Matter  of  Debate.”  How Ter- 
tullian  oppos’d  Infant-Baptifm,has  been  fhewed  already  ; 
not  by  condemning  it  as  unlawful  &  unwarrantable,  (for 
in  fome  Cafes  he  admitted  it,)  but  by  giving  it  as  his  O- 
pinion, and  Advice,  that  it  is  more  profitable  thatBaptifm 
fhould  be  delayed  in  the  Age  of  Infancy,  till  riperYears. 
Nor  does  it  appear  from  anyRecord  in  ancient  Hiftory, 
that  there  was  any  Debate  in  the  Church  rais’d  on  this 
Account  *,  Nor  that  any  Oppofition  was  made  to  his  O- 
pinion  by  any  of  theFathers :  fo  far  is  it  from  being  true, 
tha tlnfant-Baptifm  was  fir  ft  fet  GnFoot  i  n  Y ertuliian' sT  i  m  e, 
or  that  it  then  began  to  be  Matter  of  Debate^  that  his  Angu¬ 
lar  Fancy  was  not  thought  fo  confiderable,as  to  give  any 
Turn  to  the  general  Perfuafion  of  Chriftians,  or  any  In¬ 
terruption  to  the  general  Practice  of  the  Church  in  bap¬ 
tizing  their  Infants  ;  which  Origen ,  who  liv’d  in  the  Be¬ 
ginning  of  the  fame  Century,  teftifies  to  have  been  the 
conftant  Pradic tfrom  the  Apoftles.  Nor  can  it  be  made 
to  appear  from  any  good  Authority,  that  there  ever  was 
one  Sed  form’d  upon  his  Opinion,  or  arry  oneMan,eidier 
in  that,  or  the  fucceeding  Ages,  that  profeffedly  adhered 
to  it.  So  that  (as  far  as  appears)  as  this  Opinion  was 
peculiar  to  Tertullian ,  who  fignaliz’d  himfelf  by  divers 
other  odd  and  Angular  Conceits,  fo  it  died  with  him,  and 
was  no  more  heard  of  in  the  Church,  till  reviv’d  by  the 
Antipaedobaptifts.  Therefore  Dr.  Gill's  Argument  (if  he 
means  to  argue  anyThing  from  this  Inflance  of  ST ertuliian) 
muft  run  to  thisEffed  ^  c<f 'ertuliian  debated  it  with  him¬ 
felf,  whether  Infants  were  to  be  baptized :  But  T ertuliian 
was  in  the  Catholick  Church,  till  he  turn’d  Heretick  by 
embracing  theErrors  of  Montanus  :  Therefore  it  can’t  be 
truly  faid,  there  were  no  Debates  in  the  Church  about  In- 
fant-Baptifm  till  th zMadmen  of  Munjier  appear’d.’ — How 
ridiculous  foever  this  Argument  appears,  yet  I  am  per- 
fuaded,  he  can  fet  it  in  no  better  and  ftrongerLight,  un- 
lefs  he  could  prove  (which  1  hardly  think  he  will  ever  at¬ 
tempt  to  do)  that  there  were  Debates  and  Cornells  rais’d 
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In  the  Church,  either  with  Tertullian ,  ©r  any  other  in  his 
Time,  about  Infant-Baptifm. 

Thus  I  have  made  fome  Remarks  on  all  the  Author!,- 
ties,which  he  has  mufter’d  together  under  this  Head,  and 
fhewed  how  little  they  ferve  hisCaufe,  and  how  ineffici¬ 
ent  to  prove  what  he  has  been  aiming  at  inOppofition  to 
the  abovemention’d  Aflertion  in  the  Dialogue.  And 
therefore,  by  all  that  occurs  hitherto,  he  muft  be  content 
to  take  the  old  German  Anabaptifts ,  that  appear’d  in  the 
World  a  little  better  than  two  Centuries  ago, for  his  ear- 
lieftPredecelTors,how  fhy  foever  of  owning  them  as  fuch  ; 
being  unable  to  make  out  hisClaim,with  the  leaftDegree 
of  Clearnefs  orCertainty  to  any  others  of  a  more  ancient 
Date. — However,  there  remains  one  Claim  more,  which 
if  he  can  make  good3it  will  be  granted,he  may  find  Pre- 
decefiofs  four-or  five  HundredYears  higher  than  the  Pe¬ 
riod  laft  mention’d  ;  and  thefe  are  the  and zrixWaiaenies^ 
whom  he  pretends  to  have  been  Antip^dobaptijts.  I  fhall 
have  thePatience  ftill  to  attend  him  with  my  Remarks, and 
doubt  not  to  evince,  the  Grounds  of  his  Pretenfions  are 
as  precarious  and°defe6live,as  hitherto  they  have  appear’d 
to  be  :  And  this  will  be  the  Subject  of  our  Enquiry  under 
the  next  Head. 

IV.  Whether  the  ancient  IValdenfes  were  in  thecorV 
ftant  Practice  of  Adult-Baptifm  only,  and  denied  theBap- 
tifrn  of  Infants  ?  Dr.G/7/  very  earneftly  contends  for  the 

Affirm ative,and  ieems  to  take  it  in  Difdain,that  it  fhould 
be  called  a  meer  Chimera ,  or  groundless  Figment,  by  the 
Author  of  the  Dialogue.  But  indeed,  unlefs  hisOpinion 
could  be  better  fupported,  this  is  the  moft  proper  Ap¬ 
pellation  that  can  be  given  it  *  efpecially,  if  on  the  con¬ 
trary  it  can  be  made  to  appear  (as  I  doubt  not  it  may)by 
f  ufficient  Evidence, that  the  ancient  IValdenfes  (not  inclu¬ 
ding  the  feveral  Sedts  lump’d  together  by  thePapiils  un¬ 
der  that  Name, lome  of  whom  deny’d  all  Water- Baptifm, 
and  had  feveral  other  Names  or  Denominations :  But  the 
IValdenfes  ftridtly  &  properly  fo  called, and  the  Albigenfes , 
who  were  of  the  fame  religious  Perfualion)  were  ever  in 
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the  Practice  of  Infant-Baptifm.  This  I  ihall  endeavour 
to  prove  j  and  then  Ihall  confider,what  Weight  there  is 
in  what  Dr.  Gill  has  to  fay  on  the  contrary. 

But  in  order  to  a  clearer  underftanding  oi  this  Matter, 
it  may  not  be  amifs  to  premife  a  few  Things  very  briefly 
concerning  the  Waldcnfes. — As  to  theName  of  Waldenfes, 
Hiftorians  generally  agree,  they  are  fo  denominated  from 
one  Petefi  Waldo  (or  Waldus)  a  rich  Citizen  of  Lyons  in 
France ,  who  began  to  publilh  his  Doctrine,  A.  D.  1 160 
(fome  fay,  A.D.  1x30)  in  Oppofltion  to  the  Idolatries, 
and  Corruptions  of  the  Church  of  Rome  affirming,  that 
fhe  had  loft  the  Faith  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  that  fhe  was 
the  Whore  of  Babylon  lpoken  of  in  the  Revelation, 
condemning  Purgatory,  Mafies,  Dedication  of  Temples, 
Worfhipping  of  Saints,  and  Commemoration  of  the 
Dead, as  Inventions  of  the  Devil,  and  Snares  of  Avarice. 
This  Waldo ,  it  is  faid,  reading  that  Command  of  ourSa- 
viour  to  the  rich  young  Man,.Mh//L  19.21.  took  a  Re- 
folution  of  felling  all  he  had,  and  giving  it  to  the  Poor 
and  fome  Writers  report,  that  oneEvening  after  Supper, 
as  he  was  walking  and  talking  with  his  Friends  &  Com¬ 
panions,  one  of  them  fell  down  dead  upon  the  Ground. 
Being  greatly  affeded  with  that  awful  Accident,  he  took 
a  Refolution  to  lead  an  unblameable  Life,  approaching 
as  near  as  he  could  to  that  of  theApoftles,  applying  him- 
felf  wholly  to  the  reading  of  theScriptures,  and  inftrud- 
ing  the  Poor  that  reforted  to  him  for  Alms,  in  theWay 
of  Salvation,  from  the  Word  of  God.  But  he  with  his 
Followers,  who  were  greatly  multiplied  in  about  Three 
Years  Space,  being  driven  out  of  Lyons  by  the  Fury  of. 
papal  Perfecution,  they  difpers’d  themfelves  *  into  other 
Regions  ;  this  became  the  Means  of  propagating  their 
Dodrine,  and  increaflng  the  Number  of  their  Followers 
in  moft  Countries,  in  Europe.  *  Now  it  is  to  be  noted, 
that  (  as  I  hinted  before  )  about  the  Time  of  the  Rife  qf 

'  the 

»  . 

*  See  Perin  s  Luther  s  Forerunners.  Book  l.  Ch.  i,  2.  Fuller. ’s  Hoi/ 
War.  Book  HI.  CL  19.  Filkhdorf%  cited  ia  Wall's  Hut.  Part  1^, 
Ch.  7,.  §.7. 


158  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  III. 

the  Waldenfes ,  and  before  that  Time,  there  had  fprung 
up  divers  Sefts  in  the  fameParts.of  the  World,  chiefly  in 
the  Southern  Parts  of  France ,  andNorth  of  Italy,  &  about 
thzAlps,  fome  of  whom  were  grolly  Heterodox,  holding 
the  vile  Opinion  of  the  Manichees ,  (as  already  obferv’d) 
Tome  denying  all  Water-  Baptifm  ;  one  Sed  only,  who 
own’d  Water- Baptifm,  viz.  th t  Petrobrufians,  Dr.  Wall 
(who  feems  to  have  made  the  moft  accurate  and  impar¬ 
tial  Search  of  anyMan  into  thisMatter )  is  of  Opinion, de¬ 
nied  it  peculiarly  to  Infants  ;  f  of  whom  before,  what  is 
fuflicient  has  been  fpoken.  And  if  this  Se£t  be  given  up 
to  the  Antipsedobaptifts,  it  is  their  Intereft  to  make  the 
belt  of  them  •,  yet  it  is  but  little  Credit  or  Advantage 
that  will  accrue  to  their  Caufe  from  this  Sort  of  People  : 
For  it  is  equally  certain  by  the  fameAuthority,  that  they 
wholly  cafhier’d  the  otherSacrament,  denying  theLord’s 
Supper  to  be  a  continuingOrdinance  finceChrift’sTime  ; 
and  feeing  all  Chriftians  agree,  upon  the  Warrant  and 
Authority  of  the  Apoftle  (  j  Cor.  10.  16 ,  ij.)  that  this 
Sacrament  was  inftituted  for  a  Band  of  Communion  to 
the  whole  Body  of  Chriftians,  I  know  not  what  Right  a 
People  that  renounce  it  have  to  be  reputed  any  Part 
of  the  Chriftian  Community.  But  all  thefe  Seels  fetting 
up  in  Oppofition  to  the  RomifhCburch  and  the  fcandalous 
Corruptions  that  were  then  maintained  in  it  ;  the  popifh 
Writers,  either  out  of  Ignorance  or  Malice,  have  fince 
charg’d  on  the  whole  Body  of  their  Oppofites  indiferi- 
minately,  under  the  Name  of  Waldenfes ,  the  grofseft  Er¬ 
rors  of  fome  fewSefts  that  intermingled  with  them  :  and 
among  thereft,  theError  of  denyinglnfant-Baptifm.  And 
this  is  all  theColour  (I  can  find)  for  maintaining  any  A- 
greement  of  the  ancient  Waldenfes  inOpinion  and  Practice 
with  the  Antipsedobaptifts. 

But  that  the  Waldenfes  ftritftly  fo  called,  oV  the  Fol¬ 
lowers  of  the  Doitrine  of  Peter  Waldo  for  as  fomeWriters 
call  him,  Peter  of  Walden ,  in  the  Confines  of  France  || ) 

*  .*  were. 
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were  no  Friends  to  Antipasdobaptifm,  but  have  been  in 
the  conftant  Pradice  of  Infant-Baptifm,  appears  to  be 
the  Truth,  as  far  as  may  be  learnt  from  any  certain  Re¬ 
cord  of  their  Principles  and  Practice.  And  this  I  fhall 
endeavour  to  make  evident, 

Firft,  From  negative  Teftimony  ;  I  mean,  from  their 
not  being  charg’d  ftwith  the  Denial  of  Infant-Baptifm,by 
fome  of  the  fierceft  of  their  Adverfaries  that  wrote  againft: 
them.  I  don’t  pretend  to  have  feen  or  confulted  the 
Books  of  thofe  ancient  popifh  Writers,  that  appear’d  a- 
gainft  the  Waldenfes  before  the  Times  of  the  Reforma¬ 
tion  ;  (  nor  does  our  Author  pretend  it,  fo  far  as  appears 
from  hisQuotations)  But  fuch  Authors  of  unqueftionable 
Veracity  and  Credibility,  who  have  feen  and  read  thofe 
Books,  and  produced  large  Quotations  from  them,  as 
Bp.  UJber’s  Hiftory  of  th zSucceffion  of  theWejlernChurches * 
Dr.  Wall's  Hiftory  of  Infant-Baptifm,  and  others,  efpeci- 
ally  Mr.  Perm's  Hiftory  of  the  JValdenfes ,  colleded 
from  their  own  ancientRecords  •,  which  is  therefore  more 
to  be  relied  on,  than  a  Thoufand  of  their  popifh  Adver¬ 
faries,  whofe  Intereft  and  Inclination  it  was  to  paint  them 
out  as  odious  as  poffible  :  Thefe  I  have  perus’d  ;  and 
from  thefeAuthors  it  appears,that  tho’  among  the  diffe¬ 
rent  Seds  that  hadrifen  up  at  that  Day  under  different 
Names,  fome  were  charg’d  by  thofe  ancient  Writers 
with  the  Error  of  denying  Infant-Baptifm,  yet  to  thofe 
who  are  properly  called  IValdenfes,  whom  the  Proteftants 
have  generally  own’d  for  Predeceffors,  they  attribute  no 
fuch  Error.  And  tho’  all  thefe  Seds  have  been  blended 
together  under  the  general  Name  of  PValdenfes ;  yet  Dr. 
Wall  fays,  “  Efpecially  this  is  c6nftant,that  no  one  Au- 
“  thor  that  calls  the  People  he  writes  of,  IValdenfes,  docs 
“  lmputeysfthem  the  Denial  of  Infant-Baptifm.* 

Bifhop  fffher  produces  out  of  Mneas  Sylvius  his 
Hiftoi  y  of  Bohemia ,  out  of  Guilielm.  Reginald ,  and  from 
r ancient  Manufcript ,  cited  by  the  Magd eb ur nfia n 
Hijicrians,  feveral  large  Catalogues  of  the  Tenets'of  the 
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W aldenfe which  thePapifts  charg’d  upon  them  as  Errors, 
purpoiely  written  to  give  a  particularEnumeration  of ’em. 
But  there  is  in  none  of  thofeCatalogues  the  lead  mention 
of  anyError  theyheld  concerninglnfant-Baptifm.  Nor  is 
there  any  Error  at  all  charged  upon  them  aboutBaptifm, 
but  only  their  ufing  meerWater,  and  refufing  theMixture 
of  confecrated.  Oil,  which  Mneas  Sylvius  and  Reginald 
are  fo  particular  as  to  recite  •,  a  trivial  Matter,  in  Com- 
parifon  of  the  Denial  of  Xnfant-Baptifm,  which  they 
would  by  no  Means  have  omitted,  had  there  .been  juft 
Grounds  to  charge  them  with  it.  And  he  cites  to  the 
fameJPurpofe  Jacob  Picolomineus ,  Antoni  Bonfinius ,  and 
others,  f  Befides  thefe,  Dr.  Wall  alfo  refers  to  Lucas'? u- 
denfis ,  and  Petrus  de  Pilichdorf ,  who  had  written  largely 
againft  the  Waldenfes  *,  and  Nauclerus  his  Chronic  on  *  and 
the  feveral  Treatifes  in  Gretzer’s  Collection,  written  a- 
gainft  the  Waldenfes ,  reckoning  up  their  hetorodox  Opi¬ 
nions  :  in  all  which  (he  faysjthere  is  not  aWord  of  their 
Denial  of  Infant-Baptifm.*  Whence  we  may  rationally 
eonclude,it  is  morally  certain, they  did  not  hold  thatError. 
For  had  they  renounced  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  it  could 
not  fail  of  being  known  *,  and  their  popifh  Adverfaries, 
we  may  be  fure,  would  not  have  failed  of  inferting  it 
in  the  particular  recital  of  theirErrors.  But  moreover. 

Secondly ,  We  have  pofitive  Teftimony  concerning  this 
People’s  owning  and  practifing  Infant-Baptifm,  from 
the  Account  given  of  them  by  others,  and  which  they 
oive  of  themlelves,from  their  own  Books  &  Confeffions. 
Dr.  Wally  after  his  critical  Search  into  this  Affair,  thus 
concludes :  J  “If  we  take  theName  ( Waldenfes )  ftri&ly  for 
«  one  Sort  of  Men,  a$  thofe  old  Writers  generally  do, 
“  then  there  is  no  Account  that  any  of  them  were  Anti- 
*c  pjeiobaptifls  ;  But  if  we  take  it  in  that  large  Senie,  as 
u  many  late  Writers  do,  to  include  all  the  Sorts  that  1 
“  have  rehearfed,  then  there  is  probable  Evidence  that 

one  Sort  of  them,  viz.  the  Retrobrufians ,  were  fo  *,  but 

“  not 
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“  not  that  the  general  Body  of  the  IFaldenfes  were.” 
And  he  adds,  “  That  Opinion  of  t\\rP  etrobrufians, feems 
“  to  have  been  in  a  fhortTime  extinguifhed  &forgotten.” 
Fuller ,  giving  fome  Account  of  the  Albigenfes ,  who  were 
a  Branch  of  the  U’aldenfes ,  or  of  the  fame  Faith  &  Reli¬ 
gion  with  them,  faith,  “  TheBaptifm  of  Infants  they  re- 
“  fus’d  not, but  only  deferred  it, ’till  it  might  be  admini- 
“  Itred  by  one  of  their  ownMinifters  j  their  tender  Con- 
“  fciences  not  digefting  the  Popifh  Baptifm,  where  clear 
“  Water  by  God’s  Ordinance  was  by  Man’s  Additions 
“  made  aSalve  withPlaifter.”*  Which  is  exactly  agreable 
to  the  Account  given  of  them  bjPaul  Perm  •,  an  Author 
of  chief  t  redit  in  this  Matter,  who  compil’d  the  Hiftory 
of  the  Waldenfes  (as  was  noted  before )  out  of  their  own 
ancient  Writings  &  Confeffions  ;  and  fhews  very  plainly 
from  thence, that  the  Baptifm  of  littlelnfants  was  an  uncon¬ 
troverted  Practice  among  them.  And  the  Denial  of  it 
is  reckoned  in  the  Number  of  the  Calumnies  charged  up¬ 
on  them  by  diePapifts.  The  fourth  A,  faith  he,  that  they 
rejedi  theBapiifm  of  Inf  ants. f  How  they  acquitted  them- 
felves  of  this  Slander,  he  fhews  from  an  ancient  Book  a- 
mong  them,  entitled  the  Spiritual  Almanack.  J  ‘  I  lhali  fet 
down  the  Words  at  large,  becaufe  they  plainly  fliew  that 
they  own  the  Practice  of  Infant-Baptifm,  and  what  it  was 
that  gave  a  Handle  to  their  Adverfaries  the  Papifts.to 
bring  the  before-mentioned  flanderous  Accufation  againft 
them.  Thus  then  they  clear  themfelves  from  this  Im¬ 
putation.  “  The  Time  and  Place  of  thofe  that  are  to 
“  be  baptized,  is  not  ordained,  but  the  Charity  &  Edifi- 
“  cation  of  the  Church  and  Congregation  muff  ferve  for 
“  a  Rule  therein,  &c.  And  therefore  they  to  whom  the 
“  Children  were  neareft  allied,  bro’t  their  Infants  to  be 
“  baptized  ;  as  the  Parents,  or  any  other  whom  God 
“  had  made  charitable  in  that  Kind.  True  it  is, that  bc- 
“  ing  conftrained  for  forne  certain  HundredYears  to  fuf- 
“  fer.  their  Children  to  be  baptized  by  the  Priefts  of  the 
“  Church  of  Rome, they  defer’d  the  doing  thereof  as  lono- 

M  al 
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<c  as  they  could  poflibly,  becaufe  they  had  in  Deteftation , 
<c  thefe  human  Inventions  which  were  added  to  that  holy 
Sacrament, which  they  held  tobe  butPollutions  thereof. 
<c  But  for  as  much  as  theirPaftors(which  they  call Barbes) 
cc  were  manyTimes  Abroad,  employ’d  in  the  Service  of 
their  Churches,  they  could  not  have  the  Sacrament  of 
<c  Baptifm  adminiftred  to  their  Infants  by  their  ownMi- 
<c  nifters  ;  for  this  Caufe,  they  kept  them  long  from 
<c  Baptifm  •,  which  the  Priefts  perceiving,and  takingNo- 
<c  tice  of,  charg’d  them  thereupon  with  thislmpofture  ; 

which  not  only  theirAdverfaries  have  believed, but  di- 
“  vers  others,  who  have  well  approved  of  their  Life  and 
<c  Faith  in  all  other  Points.” —  There  are  a  great  many 
Paffages  in  the  faid  Hiftorian,  that  make  it  plain  &  evi¬ 
dent,  that  there  was  no  Difpute  among  them  about  the 
baptizing  of  Infants, but  that  it  was  their  avowedPraftice. 
I  (hall  take  Notice  of  one  or  twoPalfages  which  are  clear 
to  thisPurpofe.  The  one  is  contain’d  in  thePropofitions 
or  Articles  folemnly  affented  to  by  the  Churches  in  Pied¬ 
mont ,  afiembled  at  Angrognx,  by  the  Heads  of  their  Fa¬ 
milies,  with  their  Pallors,  in  the  Year  1535,  Sept.  12. 
WhichPropofitionsfthey  fay)  had  been  taught  them  from 
the  Fathers  to  the  Son,  for  thefe  many  Hundred  Years, 
and  taken  out  of  the  Word  of  God  The  Seventeenth  is 
in  thefe  Words,*  viz.  “  Touching  the  Matter  of  the  Sa- 
craments,  it  hath  been  concluded  by  the  holy  Scrip- 
«  tures,  that  we  have  but  two  Sacramental  Signs,  the 
<c  which  Jefus  Chrift  hath  left  unto  us ;  the  one  is  Bap- 
“  tifm,  the  other  the  Eucharift  •,  which  We  receive,  to 
“  fhew  what  our  Perfeverance  in  theFaitb  is,  as  we  have 
*c  prom  i  fed,  when  we  were  baptized  being  lit  tie  Infants  ;  as 
«  alfo  in  Remembrance  ol  that  greatBenelit, which  Jefus 
4C  Chrift  hath  done  unto  us,  when  he  died  for  our  Re- 
“  demption,  walking  us  with  his  moft  precious  Blood.” 
No  Man  reading  this, with  an  unbyas’d  Mind,  but  would 
conclude  without  all  Doubt,  that  Baptifm  in  Infancy  had 
been  an  ufual  Practice  among  them,  and  that  they  re¬ 
ceived 
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ceived  and  obferved  the  other  Sacrament,  in  Teftimony 
of  their  conftant  Adherence  to  the  baptifmal  Vow, which 
they  came  under  the  Bonds  of,  "when  little  Infants.  What 
Dr.  Gill  excepts  againft  this  Articled  lhall  prefently  con¬ 
fer.  In  the  mean  Time,  I  fhall  add  another  PafTage 
to  the  fame  Pur  pole  :  It  is  in  their  Doftrine  of  tbeSacra- 
ments,  extracted  from  their  old  Books,  which  Mr.  Per  in 
has  publifhed  in  the  third  Part  of  their  Hiftory.  *  The 
Paffage  runs  thus  ;  “  Whereas  Baptifm  is  adminiftrecl 

“  in  a  full  Congregation  of  the  Faithful, it  is  to  the  End, 
“  that  be  that  is  received  into  the  Church,  fhould  be  re- 
“  puted  and  held  of  all  for  a  ChriftianBrother  ;  and  that 
“  a11  th-e  Congregation  might  pray  for  him, that  he  may 
“  be  a  Chriftian  in  Heart, as  he  is  outwardly  efteemed  to 
“  be  a  Chriftian.  And  for  this  Caufe  it  is,  that  wepre- 
**  l”en^  our  Children  in  Baptilm, which  they  ought  to  do, 
“  to  whom  the  Children  are  neareft,  as  the  Parents,  and 
“  they  to  whom  God  has  given  this  Charity.”  What 
Evidence  more  fall  &  direft  to  the  Purpofe  can  be  de- 
(ired  than  this,  if  the  Account  this  People  give  of  their 
own  Dodtrine  is  to  be  credited,  rather  than  that  of  their 
Adverfaries  ?  And  in  their  feveral  ancient  Treatifes,  Ca~ 
techifms,  and  Confeifions  which  Mr,  Perm  has  colledled 
and  annexed,  at  the  End  ot  his  Hiftory,  wherein  there  is 
a  particular  Enumeration  of  the  Errors  of  the  Church  of 
Rome,  which  they  lenounc  d  and  witnels'd  againft,  thero 
is  no  Mention  of  Infant-Baptifm,  as  one  of  thofe  Errors. 
Which  is  a  manileftArgument  that  they  did  not  account 
that  to  be  any  i  art  ot  the  antichriftian  Corruption,  but 
a  facredOrdinance  ot  Chrift  ;  otherwife  they  would  with¬ 
out  all  Doubt  have  teftified  againft  it  as  well  as  many- 
other  popifhlnnovations,  &  fame  of  much  lefslmportance 
A11  thefe  Confiderations  laid  together,  will  amount  (I 
prefume)  to  a  convi&iveEvidence  to  any  reafonableMan 

that  the  ancient  IV aldenfes  own’d  and  practis'd  Infant- 
Baptifm. 
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the  contrary  :  I  find  all  his  Reafons  to  prove  the 
Waldenfes  were  in  thePraftice  of  Adult- Baptiim  only  (for 
this  he  muff  pretend, or  he  had  as  good  fay  nothing  ;  for 
no  Man  ever  doubted  that  they  baptized  adult  Perfons 
as  well  as  Infants)  are  fo  far  fetch’d,  and  inconclufive;that 
I  cannot  think  tbey’l  have  much  Weight  with  any  judi¬ 
cious  and  impartial  Enquirer  •,  that  I  need  not  fpend 
many  Words  in  refuting  them. 

He  fays,  Pa.  36.  “  There  was  a  People  in  the  Valleys  of 
«  Piedmont  before  the  Times  of  Waldo ,  and  even  from 
“  the  Apoftles  Times,  that  held  the  pure  evangelical 
«  Truths, &  bore  aTeftimony  to  them  thro’out  the  dark 
«  Times  of  Popery.”  Anf  And  for  that  Reafon  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  held  the  Doctrine  of  Infant-Baptifm,  and  their 
Practice  was  agreable,  for  ought  that  has  ever  been  made 
to  appear  to  the  contrary.  But  how  will  Dr.  Gill  prove 
in  Oppcfition  to  the  Dialogue^ lat  th  tWaldenfcs  being  in  the 
conffant  Practice  of  Adult- Baptiim,  is  any  more  than  a 


Chimera  or  ground  lets  Fidtion  ?  -  . 

1.  He  thinks  it  may  appear,  “  by  what  their  ancient 
«  Barbes  or  Paftors  taught  concerning  it.”  P.  37.  And 
here  f  or  Inftance,  he  brings  in  only  Peter  Bruit,  and  one 
Pdenrv  anti  Arnold  of  Brefciei,  the  Adherents  Sc  Followers 
of  Bruit,  as  denying  Infant-Baptifm.  T.  he;e  Men,  it  is 
granted,  may  be  called  Waldenfes  in  that  large  Senfe^of 
lome  late  Writers, which  Dr.  Wall  fpeaks  of,  as  inclusive 
of  the  Several  SeCts  or  Societies  of  Men,  that  role  up  in 
thofe  Times,  and  in  thofe  Parts  of  the  World,  holding 
dlfferentOpinions.  But  tire  Petrobrufians  weie  a  different 
Sect  from  the  Waldenfes  ffriCtly  fo  called,  as  Dr.  Wall 
has  clearly  Shewed  from  tnofe  old  Vv  nteis  •,  and  that 
Bruit  began  to  teach  ieveral  i  ears  before//-  aldo appeared.  !| 
And  if  tirefe  Men  be  yielded  to  him,  I  Shall  leave  him, 
after  what  has  been  faid  of  them,  to  make  his  heft  Ad¬ 
vantage  of  ’em.  But  they  will  avail  him  Nothing  for 
Proof”  hat  the  proper  Waldenfes  were  againftlnfant-Bap- 

tiim.  As  for  the  Lollards  in£»£/£Kr/(lonam’d,iays  our  Au¬ 
thor, 
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thor,from  onzLollar  do  ^another  of  their  Barbes)  it  if.  known, 
they  were  the  Difciples,  or  Followers  of  the  Doctrine  of 
John  Wickhjf  from  whom  they  were  called  Wicklifite$A\ 
of  whofe  Opinion  in  Favour  of  Infant-Baptifm,  there  is 
good  Evidence, and  no  Evidence  to  the  contrary, but  that 
he  did  not  attribute  the  Efficacy  of  the  Ordinance  to  the 
meet*  outward  Work,  as  the  popiffi  Doctors  did,  but  held 
in  Oppofition  to  them,  that  an  Infant  dying  unbaptized, 
being  providentially  hindred  from  the  Ordinance, might 
be  faved  by  the  Mercy  of  God.  Therefore  what  our  Au¬ 
thor  relates  out  of  Fox  his  Acts  and  Monuments  ;  of  fome 
■Lollards ,  who  were  charged  with  holding  that  the  Sa- 
<c  crament  of  Baptifm  ufed  in  the  Church.  by  Water,  is 
a  light  Matter  and  of  fmall  Effeft  :  that  Chriftian 
“  People!  be  Efficiently  baptiz'd  in  the  Blood  of  Chrift, 
and  need  no  Water,  and  that  Ini  ants  be  Efficiently 
<c  baptiz’d,  if  theirParents  be  baptiz'd  before  them  :V  It 
is  molt  probable,  might  be  occaiiou’d  by  their  holding 
the  forefaid  Opinion  of  VVickliej ,  that  the  meer  outward 
Work  of  waffiing  the  Body  jias  no  laving  Efficacy,  and 
that  the  Children  of  Chriftian  Parents, by  Accident  dying 
without  Baptifm, might  be  faved.  I  am  lure, he  can  argue 
nothing  hence  to  the  Advantage  of  hisCaufe.  For  either 
this  Charge  againft  the  Lollards  was  true  or  falfe.  If  it 
was  true,  I  fear, they  will  be  found  to  approach  nearer  the 
•  Quakers  in  Opinion.than  the/intipaedobaptifts,  as  deny¬ 
ing  all  Ufe  or  Neceffity  of  Baptifm  with  Water.  If  it  was 
falfe, (whichMr.FFv  fuppofes  to  have  beentheCafe,&  that' 
a  maliciousTurn  was  given  to  their  Words  by  thePapifcs, 
wffio  were  likely  enough  to  exaggerate  Matters-  of  fuch  a 
Nature  ;  there.is  no  Need  oi  fuppofmgywith  our  Author, 
that  it  arofe  “  from  their  denyinglnfant- Baptifm  :”This 
it  may  fe'em  to  do  to  one  that  is  ignorant,  or  ftrongly  pre- 
pofleffed,  but  to  any  one  who  is  acquainted  with  the  po- 
pifti  I  enets,  and  diipos’d  to  weigh  Things  impartially, 
it  does  not  fo  much  as  feem  to  do  fo ;  for  there  can  be  little 
Doubt,  but  that  it  had  its  Rile  from  their  denying  that 

3  Tenet 

f  Fuller's  Church  Hlitory  of  Brit.  Book  IV.  §  z. 


I 66 


A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  HI. 

Tenet  of  Popery, that  theSacrament*  conferGrace  ex  opere 
operato ,  by  the  meer  outward  Work  done,  (which  is  alfo 
deny’d  by  all  Proteftants)  and  their  afcribing  the  faving 
Efficacy  of  Baptifm,  to  the  Blood  and  Spirit  of  Chrifl° 
which  is  not  always  tied  to  the  outward  Sign,  efpecially 
when  there  is  no  Opportunity  of  receiving  it ;  and  this 
is  all  his  Evidence  from  the  ancient  Barbes. 

2.  He  pretends  to  prove  hisOpinion  from  “  their  anci- 
*c  entConfeffions  &  Writings.  1  haye  produc’d  full 

and  clear  Proof  out  of  thofe  Confeffions  &  Writings, that 
they  own’d  and  praftifed  Infant-Baptifm  ;  and  jQiall  own 
myfelf  much  miftaken,  if  he  can  produce  any  Thing  out 
of  ’em  contradi&ory  \  but  indeed  what  he  has  alledged, 
has  fcarce  theAppearance  of  a  Contradi&ion  ;  He  quotes 
(ibid.)  the  12th  &  13th  Articles  of  one  of  their  Confefli- 
ons,  bearing  Date,  he  fays,  A.  D.  1120.  (but  thisDateis 
juftly  to  be  queftion’d,  being  feveral  Years  before  Peter 
Bruis> or  IValdo ?  appeared  in  theWorld,  and Perin  has  in- 
ferted  it  without  a  Date,  taken  out  of  a  Book,  entitled, 
The  fpiritual  Almanack^md  from  theMemorials  of  George 
’Morel.)  In  the  i2thArticle,they  profefs  their  Belief  of  the 
Sacraments,  “  that  they  are  outwardSignsof  holyThings, 
^  or  vifible  Forms  cf  the  invifible  Grace55  and  declare 
<c  they  hold  that  the  Faithful  may  be  faved  without  re- 
ceiving  the  Signs  aforefaid,  inCafe  they  have  noPlace, 
,f6  nor  any  Means  to  ufe  them.”  In  the  13th  Article  they 
profefs  to  own  but  two  Sacraments,  Baptifm  &  th cLora’s 
Supper .  And  what  Proteftant  is  there  that  denies  either 
of  thefe  ?  To  whatPurpofe  then  can  they  be  alledg’d,but 
to  amufe  his  Readers  ?  His  nextQuotation  (ibis, )  is  to  as 
little  Purpofe.  It  is  the  feventh  Article  of  an  ancientCon- 
feffion  of  the  IValdenfes ,  without  a  Date. 

That  which  he  conceives  makes  for  Adult-Baptifm  in 
this  Article,  I  fuppofe  is  that  Part  of  it  wherein  they  de¬ 
clare  what  they  believe  to  be  the  internal  &  fpiritual  Part 
of  Baptifm,  reprefented  by  the  outward  Sign,  namely, 
the  Renovation  of  the  Spirit,  and  the  Mortification  of 
£6  ourMembers  in  Jefus  Chrift  j  by  which  alfo  we  are  re- 
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<c  ceivcd  into  the  holy  Congregation  of  the  People  of 
“  God,  thefe  prorefting  and  declaring  openly  our  Faith 
gi  and  Amendment  of  Life.”  And  what  Paedobaptift 
Church  can  he  name, but  acknowledges  all  this  and  more 
too  to  be  thefpiritual  Import  &Defign  of  theOrdinanceof 
Baptifm,  whether  it  be  adminiftred  to  Inlants  or  Adult  ? 
Or  if  he  put  the  Emphajis  on  thefe  laft  Words,  there  (viz. 
in  the  Congregation)  protefting  and  declaring  openly  our 
Faith  and  Amendment  of  Life,  riven  this  is  no  more  than 
what  agrees  to  the  Nature  of  Chriftian  Baptifm, to  whom- 
foever  adminiftred,  as  it  is  a  folemn  and  open  Profeflion 
of  Repentance  and  Newnefs  of  Life,  Or  can  he  be  ig¬ 
norant  that  the  P^edobaptifts  require  this  Profeflion  of  all 
adult  Perfons  that  come  to  thisOrdinance,and  of  Parents, 
and  Sponfors  that  prefent  their  Children  ?  And  theChild 
baptiz’d,  is  thereby  laid  under  aVow  or  Engagement  to 
make  fuch  aFrofefiion,  and  to  make  it  good  at  a  proper 
Age.  Nor  do  theWords  of  theArticle  neceflfarily  fuppofe 
or  imply  this  Declaration, to  be  always  made  by  theParty 
baptiz'd,  previous  to  his  Baptifm.  So  that  nothing  can 
be  gathered  hence, with  any  Pretence  of  Reafon,inFavour 
of  Antipqedobaptifm.  Yet  he  goes  on  in  his  impertinent 
Quotations :  The  next  is  aTraft  called  th t  noble  Lejfon , 
written  he  fays  in  the  Year  i  ioo, then, befure, long  before 
theTimes  of  the  IValdenfes  ;  but  let  us  hear  theWords  of  * 
the  noble Lejfon, when  ever  it  was  writ  •,  He  has  thisPadage 
from  it, P.39,  that  fpeaking  of  theApoftles,it  is  obferv’d, 
that  “  they  fpoke  withoutFear,of  theDo£trineof  Chrift* 

“  they  preach’d  to  Jews  &  Greeks,  working  many  Mi- 
<c  racks,  and  thofe  that  believed,  they  baptized  in  the 
<c  Name  of  Jefus  Chrift.”  And  does  he  think  there  is 
any  Chriftian  of  whatever  Denomination,  who  has  read 
the  Bible,  that  does  not  believe  this  ?  Who  can  help  ad* 
miring  the  lingular  Penetration  of  our  Author,  that  he 
could  efpy  an  Argument  for  Antipredobaptifm  in  this 
P adage,  which  no  Man  elfe,  I  am  perfuaded,  tho’  he  had 
read  the  noble  Lejfon  a  ThoufandTimes,  could  ever  have 
learnt  from  it !  They  believed  the  Hiftory  of  the  New* 
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leftament,  efpecially  the  A<fts  of  the  Apofties,  and  the 
Manner  therein  declared,  how  they  admitted  their  Con¬ 
verts  fro nrjudaifm  &  Heathen fm  to  Chriftian  Baptifm  *, 
(and  this  is  all  that  this  Paffage  from  the  noble  Lejfon 
teaches)  therefore  they  were  in  Opinion  againft  Infant- 
Baptifm,  and  for  Adult*  Baptifm  only.  So  his  Argument 
mmh  run  *,  but  the  great  Fault  of  it  is,  that  it  is  a  beg- 
S‘nS  the  whole  Qiieition  in  Difpute,  let  him  prove  the 
Confequence. 

His  next  ( ibid .)  carries  fomething  more  of  a  Shew  of 
IReaion,  and  it  is.  but  a  Shew  at  beft  •,  it  is  taken  from  a 
Treatife  of  their’s  concerning  Antichrijl .  The  Faffage  is 
this  :  cc  The  third  Work  of  Antichrift  confift  in  this, 
that  he  attributes  the  Regeneration  of  the  holy  Spirit 
cC  unto  the  dead  outward  Work  (  or  Faith  )  baptizing 
6C  Children  into  that  Faith,  and  teaching,  that  thereby 
ec  Baptifm  and  Regeneration  muft  be  had  ;  and  therein 
44  he  confersOrders  and  otherSacraments,and  groundeth 
therein  , all  his  Chriftianity,  which  is  againft  the  holy 
cc  Spirit.55  This  Treatife,  fit  is  faid)  was  written,  A.D. 
1 1 20.  if  there  be  not  a  Miftake  in  the  Date, it  was  com¬ 
pos’d  earlier  by  many  Years  than  Waldo's  fii ft  Appear 
ance  •,  however  it  is  allowed  to  be  very  ancient,  and  was 
preferved  by  the  Waldenfes  in  th e  Alp,  and  by  divers 
others,  faith  Perin ,  from  whom  he  hath  added  it  in  the 
End  of  his  Hiftory.  *j~  But  when,  or  by  whomfoever  it 
was  written,  it  decides  nothing  of  the  main  Queftion, ei¬ 
ther  for  or  againft  Infant  Baptifm  :  But  to  any  one  who 
reads  the  Fafiage  cited  with  a  due  Attention,  it  muft  ap¬ 
pear,  that  it  was  not  defign’d  to  condemn  fimply  theBap- 
tifm  of  Children  as  a  Fault  or  Abufe  in  the  Antichriftian 
Party,  but  that  it ‘is  plainly  and  directly  levelled  againft 
that  antichriftian  Doctrine  before  mentioned,  that  the  Sa¬ 
craments  confer  Grace  by  the  meer  outward  Work  done  ; 
which  they  juftly  call  the  dead  outward  IP ork^or  a  lifelefs 
Frofeflion  of  Faith.  Here  they  lay  the  Fault  and  Blame 
w  hich  they  charge  on  th zPapijts  as  aWork  of  smtiebri ft, 
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not  in  their  baptizing  Children,  but  in  attributing  the 
Regeneration  of  the  Spirit  in  Baptiim,  to  the  meer  out¬ 
ward  Adminiftration  of  the  Ordinance,  whether  to  the 
Adult  or  Infants,  (  only  the  Baptiim  of  Children  is  in- 
ftanc’d  in,  becaufe  that  was  moll  generally  pradifed  in 
the  Church)  and  in  their  laying  the  main  Strefs  of  Chri- 
ftian  Religion  on  fuch  external  lifelefs  Formalities.  Nor 
do  the  Waldenfes  reckon  the  Baptiim  of  Infants  among 
the  Errors  of  Popery  which  they  rejected,  in  any  of  their 
Catechifms,  and  other  Confeffions  of  Faith,  framed  de- 
ficrneuly  in  Oppofition  to  thofe  Errors,  and  ahtichriftian 
A°bufes,  which  they  detefted.  i^nd  Per  in  does  moft  fully 
dear  them  from  the  Denial  of  Infant-Baptifm,  as  aSlan- 
der  of  the  Papilb,  as  we  have  feen.  And  therefore  this 
Pafiage  weighs  nothing  againft  that  Evidence,  but  may 
fairly  admit aConftrudion  confident  with  it.  Our  Author 
soes  fo  far  as  to  own,  “  That  there  are  indeed  twoCon- 
“  feflions  of  theirs,  which  are  laid  to  fpeak  of  Infant-Bap- 
“  tifm.”  But  he  adds  {ibid.)  “  Thefeare  of  a  lateDat'e.” 
The  latter  of  thefe,  it  is  granted,  bares  Date  a  fewYears 
fince  the  Beginning  of  the  Reformation  A.  D.  s  532.  as 
he  gives  the  Date,  or  1 53 5,  as  Penn.  And  he  is  careful 
to  let  us  know,  P.  40,  41.  That  it  was  after  George  Morel 
return’d  with  Letters  from  CEcolampadius  and  Bucer  out 
of  Germany ,  whither  he  had  been  fent  with  Peter  Mqfon, 
to  confer  with  the  Divines  there,  about  the  Reformation 
of  the  Church  ;  and  infinuates,  as  if  they  had  received 
Conviction  from  thofe  Divines,  of  the  Error  they  had 
followed  in  denyingBaptifm  to  Infants,  and  got  tbeNotion 
fas  he  Terms  it,  i.  e.  of  baptizing  Infants)  from  them  ; 
which  they  inferted  into  their  Confeflion.  But  this  is  a 
meer  Surmife  of  our  Author,  that  has  no  Foundation  of 
Proof  in  Hiftory,  but  the  contrary. —  But  that  which  ef¬ 
fectually  baffles  thisSurmife  is,  that  thePaftors  andHeads 
of  the  Churches  affembled  at  Angrogn^e,  to  whom  thofe 
Letters  of  the  German  Divines  were  read  ( tho’  theirCon- 
feffion  bears  lo  late  a  Date,  about  15  Years  after  Luther 
began  to  oppofe  the  Pope,  yet  they)  declare,  that  theAr- 
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tides  of  it  which  were  folemnly  figned  and  fworn  to  by 
all  prefenr,  were  conformable  to  theDottrine  that  hath  been 
taught  them ,  from  the  1*  either  to  the  Son ,  for  thefe  many 
Hundred! ears., and  taken  cut  of  the^Vord  of  God  j  utfupra  : 
among  which  is  that  of Infant- Baptifm.  And  in  theLetters 
written  to  the  IValdenfes  of  Provence  by  CEcolampadius  and 
Bucerfn  the  Year  1 530,  recited  by  Pm/z,  there  is  no  men¬ 
tion  of  any  Errors  they  were  in,  but  they  both  blefs’d 
God  for  fo  greatLight  of  Truth  he  had  imparted  to  them 
in  a  dark  Age.  *  So  that  it  is  evident,  that  the  Articles 
then  aftented  to,  were  not  drawn  up  upon  any  new  Con¬ 
viction,  as  he  would  make  his  Reader  believe,  but  were 
the  Matter  of  their  Belief,  which  they  had  received  (as 
they  themfelves  declare)  from  the  Father  to  the  Son,  Time 
cut  of  Mind.  The  Article  that  relates  to  Infant-Baptifm, 

I  have  cited  before  :  And  if  it  mull  Hand  for  goodEvi- 
dence  for  the  ancient  Belief  &  Practice  of  th zVValdenfes  \ 
Dr.  Gz7/has  found  out  a  Way  to  weaken  the  Credit  of  it, 
as  an  Evidence  for  Infant-Baptiim  *,  for  reciting  thatPart 
of  the  Article, where  they  fay  “  We  receive  theEucharift 
46  (  or  Lord’s  Supper  )  to  fliew  that  our  Perfeverance 
tc  in  theFaith  is  inch  as  we  promifed,when  we  were  bap- 
cc  tized,beingf  lit tie  Inf 'ants  or )  littleChildren.55  He  adds. 
This  Phrale  being  little  Children ,  as  I  think,  means 
“  their  being  littleChildren  inKnow ledge  &Experience.” 
A  fine  Thing  it  is,  to  have  a  Faculty  of  making  Words 
to  fignify  juft  what  one  pleafes.  A  Man  with  thisFaculty 
will  never  need  to  fear  being  worfted  in  any  Controverfy. 
It  is  but  to  put  a  metaphorical  Meaning  on  Exprefiions, 
that  are  clear  and  proper,  and  he  may  ward  of  Convidti- 
pn  from  the  phineft  Evidence  that  Words  can  exprefs. 
Dr.  G/7/had  as  good  lay,  He  will  not  Hand  to  the  Deter¬ 
mination  of  any  human  Teftimony,  as  rejedt  the  plain 
and  literal  Senfe  of  Words  when  they  make  againft  him, 
where  there  is  no  urgent  Reafon  or  Neceftjty  to  recede 
from  it  But  what  Reafon- is  there  that  little  Children 
here,fhould  not  mean  little  Children  in  Age^  but  in  Know- 


*  Kill.  of  the  Wcd&fs,  Book  IL  Ch,  4 


Chap.  III. 


/ 


of  Infant-Baptifm.  ijt 

ledge  and  Experience  ?  The  Pretence  is,  becaufe,  ic  They 
44  fpeak  of  their  receiving  the  Eucharift,  to  fhew  their 
44  Perfeverance  in  theFaith  they  had  promifed,when  they 
44  were  baptized. —  And  whatPromife  are  Infants  in  a 
44  literal  Senfe  capable  of  making  ?  ”  But  knows  he  not 
that  the  Psedobaptifts  teach,  that. even  Infants  are  inBap- 
film  by  Virtue  of  God’s  Covenant,  laid  under  the  Bond 
of  a  Vow  or  Promifc  to  all  the  Duties  of  the  Covenant, 
and  obliged,  when  come  to  a  proper  Age  to  recognize 
this  Vow  or  Promife,  as  their  own,  by  a  perfonal  Pro- 
feffion  ot  Chriftian  Faith  and  Obedience,  and  to  make  ic 
good,  and  jloew  their  Perfeverance  in  it  fas  theConfeiTion 
properly  exprelTes  it )  by  receiving  the  other  Sacrament, 
the  Lord’s  Supper  ?  And  tho’  the  IValdenfes  did  not 
admit  God-Fathers  and  God-Mothers,  according  to  the 
modern  Ufage  *,  yet  they  admitted  Parents  to  be  Spon- 
fors  for  their  Children,  ( whom  the  natural  Law,  as  well 
as  the  revealed  Will  of  God  in  his  Covenant  with  hisPeo- 
pie,  hath  appointed  to  that  Office)  and  others  alfo  when 
Neceffity  required  it,  as  appears  from  the  feveralPaffages 
I  have  quoted  from  their  Confeffions,  as  when  they  fay. 
They  to  whom  theChildren  are  near  eft  allied,ought  toprejent 
them  to  Baptifm ,  and  any  others, whom  God  hath  made  cha¬ 
ritable  in  this  Kind.  So  that  taking  little  Children  or  In¬ 
fants  in  the  literal  Senfe  in  this  Confeffion,  it  fpeaks  the 
right  Language  of  Paedobaptifts.  Thus  much  it  was 
needful  to  obferve  of  the  latter  of  thofe  two  Confeffions 
of  th zlValdenfes,  which  he  owns  fpeak  of  Infant-Baptifm. 
As  to  their  formerConfeffion,that  of  th zBohemianWalden- 
fes,  wherein  they  own  Infant-Baptifm  •,  this  bares  Date 
lo  early  as  the  Year  1508,  fome  Years  before  Luther9 % 
Reformation,  which  began,  A.  D,  1517.  And  therefore  it 
can’t  be  pretended,  that  this  Conleffion  was  made  in 
Compliance  with  the  firft  Reformers,  in  the  Point  of  Pte- 
dobaptifm.  What  tho7, \  44  They  fay  they  were  falfly 
44  called  IValdenfes fince  their  Belief  was  one  and  the 
fame?  Tho’  they  were  more  properly  the  Difciples  of 
John  Hufs ,  who  taught  in  Bohemia }  having  received  the 
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Light  of  Truth  from  the  Books  of  John  Wickliff,  who 
alio  was  excited  to  oppofe  Popery,from  the  Example  of 
the  IV aldenfes .  *  So  that  their  Faith  and  religiousPrinci- 
pies  were  in  Effeft  the  fame.  As  to  what  he  adds(P.40.) 
of  the  Pyghards  or  Picards ,  and  the  Bohemian  Brethren, 
mentioned  by  Scultetus ,  it  has  been  already  confidcred, 
with  proper  Remarks. 

It  is,  I  confefs,  a  tirefome  Bufmefs,to  tranfcribe  all  his 
Quotations,  being  fo  little  to  the  Purpofe  (and  I  fear  the 
Reader’s  Patience  is  more  than  fufficientiy  exercifed  al¬ 
ready)  yet  I  would  crave  Leave  to  recite  one  more,  that 
I  may  give  a  fair  Account  of  his  wholeStreng:h,and  con¬ 
ceal  nothing  that  he  thinks  makes  for  his  Caufe  :  And 
that  it  may  appear  to  what  Straits  he  is  driven  to  main¬ 
tain  his  Opinion,  when  he  catches  hold  oh  fuch  Imperti¬ 
nences,  and  offers  them  asProofs.  It  is,  “  a  brief  Con- 
6C  feffion  of  Faith  (he  fays)  publifh’d  by  the  Reformed 
*c  Churches  of  Piedmont ,  fo  late  as  A .  D.  1655.”  The 
PafTage  he  cites  out  of  ir,hefays,(if  we  will  take  hisWord) 
is,  tc  in  Favour  of  Adult-Baptifm’^he.of  Aduk-Baptifm 
only  in  the  Senfe  of  the  Antipaedobaptifls)  the  Paifage 
is  this,  Pa.  4.2.  “  That  God  does  not  only  inftruft  and 
teach  us  by  hisWord, but  has  alfo  ordained  certain  Sa- 
<c  craments  to  be  joined  with  it,  as  a  Means  to  unite  us 
<c  toChrift,and  to  make  usPartakers  of  hisBenehts.  And 
66  there  are  only  two  of  them  belonging  in  common  to 
€t  all  the  Members  of  the  Church  under  theNew-Tefta- 
ment,  wz.Baptifm,  and  the  Lord’s  Supper  ;  thatGod 
has  ordained  theSacrament  of  Baptifm  to  be  aTeitimo- 
ny  of  our  Adoption,  and  of  our  being  cleanied  from 
“  our  Sins  by  the  Blood  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  renewed  in 
ct  Holinefs  of  Life.”  But  what  of  all  this  to  the  contro-. 
verted  Point  ?  He  adds,  ct  Nor  is  there  one  Word  in  it 
of  Infant-Baptifm.”  Finely  argued  !  This  Gentleman 
may  go  on  at  this  Rate  to  write  Volumes  of  Quotations 
againft  Infant-Baptifm, and  that  even  from  the  Books  and 
Writings  of  the  Paedobaptifts.  For, it  ieems,if  he  lights 
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on  a  Paflage  in  any  Author,  that  fpeaks  of  Baptifm,  and 
there  be  no  exprefs  mention  made  of'  Infant- Baptifm,  he 
will  without  moreAdoe,  prefs  it  into  his  Service  ;  and  it 
ftiall  be  a  goodArgument  inFavour  of  Adult  -Baptifm,  in. 
his  Senfe,  i.  e.  exclulive  of  Infants.  But  if  there  he  not 
a  Word  in  it  of  Infant-Baptifrn  ;  is  there  a  Word  againft 
it  ?  or  that  tends  to  exclude  them  ?  Not  one  Word  5 
unlefs  he  fuppofesInfantsuncapableofSalvationbyChrift. 
Otherwife,  there  are  divers  Things  in  this  very  Paflage, 
that  looks  favourably  onlnfant- Baptifm.  As firft, Infants 
are  capable  of  being  united  to  Cbrijfi  and  partaking  of  his 
Benefits  \  which  is  owned  and  declared  to  be  the  Thing 
reprefented,  and  fignifled  by  the  Sacrament  of  Baptifm, 
as  the  outward  Sign, and  Means  ;  otherwife, Infants  mult 
perifh  eternally,  dying  in  Infancy  :  which  I  cannot  think  x 
thofe  reformed  Churches  were  fo  uncharitable,  as  tofup- 
pole,  of  all  Infants.  And  can  any  one  doubt,  that  they 
are  as  capable  of  the  Remedy  byChriif,as  they  are  of  Sin 
and  Death  derived  to  them  from  the  firft  Adam  ?  What 
then  fhouid  hinder  their  partaking  of  the  outward  Sign, 
unlefs  Chrift  had  exprefs’d  his  Will  to  the  contrary  ; 
which  he  has  never  done.  Secondly.  The  Infants  of  Be¬ 
lievers  are  Members  of  Chrift’s  Church  under  the  New*- 
Teftament  •,  Chrift  having  declared,  that  cf  fuch  is  the 
Kingdom  of  God  ;  therefore  the  Sacrament  of  Baptifm  be¬ 
longs  to  them  :  for  they  confefs  it  belongs  to  all  theMem - 
hers  of  the  Churchy  under  the  N ew -T eft  ament.  Ihirdl)\ 
Infants  need,  and  are  capable  of  being  cleanfed  from  ori¬ 
ginal  Defilement  by  the  Blood  of  Chrift  ;  and  the  Infants 
of  Believers  belonging  to  his  Church, it  is  hisWill  plainly 
enough  fignifled  in  the  New-Teftament,that  they  fhouid 
enjoy  the  inftituted  Means  (they  are  capable  of)  of  the 
Application  of  the  cleanfing  Virtue  of  his  Blood,  which 
is  Baptifm.  So  that  this  Quotation,  inftead  of  proving 
any  Thing  in  Favour  of  Adult-Baptifm  peculiarly ,  fur- 
nifhes  us  with  feveral  good  Arguments  for  Infant  Baptifm. 
Yet  here  he  fets  up  his  Trophie,  and  fays,  64  Upon  the 
“  whole,  it  will  be  eaffty  feen,  what  little  Reafon  the 
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Writer  of  the  Dialogue  under  Confideration,  had  to 
“  fay,  that  the  ancient  Waldenjes  being  in  the  conftant 
“  Pradtice  of  Adult-Baptifm,is  aChimericallmagination, 
“  and  a  groundlefsFigment.”  NoMan,I  am  perfuaded, 
without  Dr.  Gill’s  Spectacles,  is  able  to  difcern, »/><?»  the 
Whole ,  the  leaft  Evidence  in  all  that  he  has  alledg’d,  to 
weaken  thatAfifertion  of  theWriter  of  the  Dialogue.  Yet 
he  has  the  Confidence  to  fay,  “There  is  nothing  appears 
**  to  the  contrary, but  that  they  were  inthePraCtice  of  it, 
“  (i.  e.  of  Adult-Baptifm  only)  until  the  fixteenth  Cen- 
**  tury  •,  for  what  is  urged  againfl  it,  is  fince  thatTime.” 
P.  43.  I  anfwer,  tho’  thofe  Confefiions  of  the  Waldenfes , 
which  contain  full  Proof  of  their  being  in  the  Practice  of 
Infant-Baptifm,  were  drawn  up  a  little  after  the  Begin¬ 
ning  of  the  fixteenth  Century  ;  yet  therein  they  declare 
not  only  what  their  prefent  Belief  and  Practice  was,  but 
alfo  that  it  was  no  other  than  what  had  been  taught 
among  them  from  Father  to  Son,  for  feveral  Hundred 
Years  before  the  Reformation.  And  who  fhould  better 
know  what  their  Opinion  and  Pradtice  was,  in  Reference 
to  Infant-Baptifm,  than  the  Waldenfes  themfelves,  atteft- 
ing  it  from  theirown  ancientRecords  ?  And  this  (IDoubt 
not,moft  Men  will  judge)  carries  an  Appearance  of  fome- 
thing  to  the  contrary  of  what  he  pretends.  And  it  is  cer¬ 
tain, thatourAdverfaries  cannot  produceany  more  ancient 
Confeflion  of  theirs  that  contradids  thefe,  or  make  for 
their  side  of  the  Queftion.  And  what  ourAuthor  has  al- 
ledg’d  to  the  contrary  is  of  no  Confideration  againft  the 
preponderating  Evidence,  which  thefe  Confefiions  that  I 
have  cited,carry  in  them.  Yet  he  will  have  it,whether  he 
has  any  Evidence  for  it  or  no,  that  the  Waldenfes  were  in 
Pradiice  of  Adult-Baptifm,  till  the  fixteenth  Century  : 
And  fays  moreover,  ( ibid.)  that  “  even  at  thatTime  there 
“  were  fome  that  continued  in  the  Practice  of  it.” 

And  on  this  Occafion  he  brings  in  the  Teftimony  of 
Ludovicus  Fives  to  the  ancient  Pract ice  of  Baptifm.  His 
Words  are  (in  his  Comment  on  Austin's  Book  de  civitate 
Dei)  “Formerly  no  Perfon  wasbrought  to  theholyBap- 
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tiftary,till  he  was  of  adultAge,  &c.”  And  one  fhall  fcarce 
read  a  Pamphlet  written  by  Antipasdobaptift,  wherein 
this  Teftimony  of  Ludovicus  Fives  is  omited  ;  anAuthbr 
who  flourifh’d  in  the  Beginning  of  the  fixteenthCentury, 
and  who  was  as  little  capable  of  giving  a  true  Account 
of  thePradlice  of  the  ancient  Church  in  baptizing,  as  any 
at  this  Diftance  of  Time.  And  the  fame  Author  adds, 
“  I  hear  in  fome  Cities  of  Italy,  the  old  Cuftom  is  ftill  in 
€C  a  greatMeafure  preferved.”  HereDr.GV// afks, “  What 
“  People  fhould  he  mean  by  fome  Cities  in  Italy,  unlefs 
“  theRemainderS  of  t h e Petrobrufians,o rlValden fes,  as  Dr. 
<c  Wall  obferves.”  But  this  is  an  unfair  Reprefentation, 
Dr.  Wall  is  fo  far  from  obferving  this,  that  he  rather 
queftions  theTruth  of  the  Report  that  Fives  had  heard  i 
only  on  Suppofition  of  the  Truth  of  that  Report,he  con¬ 
jectures,  they  might  be  fome  Remnants  of  the  old Petro- 
brujians ,  not  of  the  IV aldenfes .  And  there  needs  no  other 
Anfwer  to  this  wholeTeftimony  of  Ludovicus  Fives,  than 
what  Dr Wt all  has  given  ;  whofe  Words  I  fhall  fet  down 
more  largely  (that  the  Reader  may  judge  of  theFairnefs 
and  Integrity  of  this  Quoter  of  Authors)  which  are  as 
follows :  “  Since  this  Fives  liv’d  fo  little  while  ago,  and 
c<  produces  no  Proof  out  of  any  Author  to  confirm  his 

cc  Opinion;  his  affirming  anyThing  concerning  any  old 

“  Cuftom,  is  of  no  moreAuthority,  than  if  anyone  now 
4C  living  Ihouldfay  the  fame,  without  producing  his  Proof j 
**  eipecially  fince  he  was  but  a  young  Man  when  he 
wiote  this — and  confeffes,  that  as  for  Divinity,  which 
“  was  none  of  his  Profeffion,  he  minded  it  only  fo  far  as 
his  other  Studies  would  give  him  Leave.  And  it  is 
“  buta  flenderOcca fion given himfromS/.^iVs' Words, 
f0  fa7  anY  Thing  :  For  St.  Aufiin  is  only  fpeak* 
^  ing  of  lome  baptized  at  the  Age  of  Underftanding, 
“  without  the  leaft  Intimation  that  they  wereChildren  of 
ct  Chriftian  Parents.  And  for  the  Cities  of  Italy, which 
mentions,  I  think  no  Body  ever  heard  of  them  be- 
0ie>  nor  fince  ;  unlefs  we  will  fuppofe  that  fome  Re- 
-  maincier$  of  the  Petrobrufians ,  who  are  faid  about  400 

Years 
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4C  Years  before  F/w’sTime,to  have  been Antip<edobaptiJls 
<c  —  might  continue  that  Practice  in  fome  of  theVallies 
6C  of  Piedmont”  ||  Now  what  a  differentTurn  has  our  Au¬ 
thor  given  to  thefe Words, in  bringing  inDr./F all^s  oblerv- 
ing  that  this  People  mentioned  by  Fives  (without  any 
Limitation)  were,  cc  the  Remainders  of  the  Petrobrufi- 
6‘  ms ,  or  Waldenfes ,  who  continued  that  Practice  in  the 
“  Yallies  of  Piedmont  ?  ”  And  his  followingObfervation 
(tho’  true)  will  not  help  his  Caufe,  as  he  intends  it,  viz. 

That  there  v/ere  different  Seels  that  went  all  by  the 
6C  Name  of  Waldenfes ,  fome  of  very  bad  Principles, fome 
ci  were  Manichees ,  and  held  other  Errors ;  and  therefore 
“  it  was  not  to  be  wondered  at,  that  fome  bearing  this 
«  Name,  were  for  Infant- Baptilm,  and  others  not.”  For 
the  Truth  is,  (as  has  been  made  evident  by  theTeftimo- 
nies  above  cited,)  “  That  thofe  that  denied  Infant-Bap- 
«  tifm  were  of  bad  Principles  in  other  Refpe£ts,and  held 
“  otherErrors  ;  and  being  tainted  more  or  lefs  with  the 
«  Manicbean  Opinions,  molt  of  them,  if  not  all,  denied 
«  all  Baptifm  with  Water.”  He  concludes  (ibid.)  that 
«  it  will  not  be  denied,  that  of  late  Years,  Infant  Bap- 
“  tifm  has  obtained  among  them  ;  but  that  the  ancient 
“  Waldenfes  practis’d  it, wants  Proof.”  Is  this  the  migh¬ 
ty  Champion, who  appear’d  with  fo  muchDifdain  againft 
the  Saying  of  the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue,  that  the  W al¬ 
ienees  being  in  the  conflant  Practice  of  Adult- Baptifm, was 
a  groundlejs  Figment  ?  Whom  therefore,  I  had  thought 
he  had  undertaken  to  confute,  by  laying  down  the  folid 
Grounds  andReafons  of  theoppofite  Opinion,  as  it  was 
incumbent  on  him  to  do,  by  the  Rules  of  Deputation  ; 
yet  as  being  confcious  of  111s  Failure  heiein,  ne  loweis  his 
Confidence^  and  concludes  in  the  Language  of  a  Defen¬ 
dant,  “  That  the  ancient  fPaldenfes  practis’d  Infant- 

Baptifm,  wants  Proof.”  I  have  produc’d  good  Proof, 
that  the  proper  Waldenfes,  as  diftinguifhed  from  the  o- 
ther  Sefts  that  went  under  their  Name,  were  ever  in  the 
Practice  of  Infant-  Baptifm,  as  far  as  we  are  able  to  learn 

from 
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from  their  ancient  Records.  And  if  this  Proof  be  not 
fatisfadory,  I  am  pretty  confident,  our  Adverfaries  are 
unable  to  produce  any  tolerable  Proof  to  the  contrary  ; 
but  till  they  do  this,  we  are  to  be  juftified  in  rejecting 
their  Opinion,  that  the  ancient  IValdenfes  were  in  the 
conftant  Pradice  of  Adult-Baptifm,  as  a  chimerical  Ima¬ 
gination. 

Thus  I  have  endeavour'd  to  vindicate  Matter  pf  Fad, 
that  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  has  obtain'd  in  theUniverfal 
Church,  in  a  conftant  Succeffion,  from  the  Apoftles  to 
the  Times  of  the  Reformation,  againft  the  Exceptions 
of  Dr.GV//  ;  wherein  I  confefs,  I  have  been  carried  out  to 
a  far  greater  Length  than  ever  I  defigned  :  But  fince  he 
took  Occafion  from  a  very  few  Lines  in  the  Dialogue  to 
enlarge  as  he  has  done, on  theHiftory  of  Fa£ls,in  a  whole 
Chapter  ;  I  perceived  him  to  be  full  of  the  Subjed,  and 
to  lay  a  mighty  Strefs  upon  it.  I  was  willing  therefore 
to  take  a  little  Pains  to  I00K.  into  it,  and  have  particu¬ 
larly  and  carefully,  and  (  I  hope  )  impartially  examin'd 
all  his  Arguments  and  Allegations  from  Authorities  ;  nor 
have  I  defignedly  over-look’d  any  Thing  that  he  or  his 
Party  may  judge  material.  And  I  was  the  rather  induc'd 
to  do  it, for  thefe  twro  Ends  efpecially, 

Firjly  To  fhew  the  Vanity  andEmptinefs  of  theBoafts 
cf  our  Adverfaries,  and  to  difabufe  the  illiterate  Vulgar, 
who  are  apt  to  be  impos’d  upon  by  confidentAftertions, 
back’d  with  a  large  Colledion  of  Quotations,  &  a  great 
many  Names  of  Authors ;  with  which  the  Antipsedo- 
baptift  Writers, affed  to  fluff* theirBooks  andPamphlets  ; 
thereby  making  a  Shew, as  if  they  had  thejudgment  of  all 
the  moftLearned, Ancient  &Modern,on  theirSide  :  And 
the  common  People  for  Want  of  Reading,  being  unable 
todiftinguifh  of  Times,  Perfons,andotherCircumftances, 
and  uncapable  of  judging  of  the  Credit  and  Authority 
of  a  Writer,  whofeName, perhaps,  they  have  never  heard 
of  before  ;  not  knowing  but  that LudcvicusFives,\s  as  gocd 
an  Evidence  for  the  Pradice  of  the  primitive- Church,  as 
Jr<eneus7  Cypricm.Qi  AuSim  *,  are  apt  to  be  deluded  with 
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this  Pretence.  Whereas  if  their  Authorities  be  fearch’d 
to  the  Bottom,  they  commonly  appear  to  be  but  an 
empty  Flourifh,  as  being  either  mifreprefented  ('which  is 
not  uncommon)  or  impertinent,  and  mifapplied,  or  at 
leaft  ambiguous  and  uncertain,  from  whence  nothing  can 
be  concluded  or  depended  on  as  the  Truth.  And  how 
far  this  may  be  truly  laid  of  Dr.  Gill's  Way  of  Manage¬ 
ment  in  his  Quotations  hitherto,  is  left  to  the  difcreet 
Reader  to  judge,  upon  a  calm  and  impartial  weighing  of 
the  Remarks  already  made.  And  if  Antipaedobaptifm 
be  an  Error,  (as  will  be  more  fully  evinc’d  hereafter) 
and  an  Error  which  (  as  Experience  fhews  )  has  a  Ten¬ 
dency  to  unfettle  People’s  Mindj,  even  in  other  Points 
of  Religion,  and  to  draw  them  off  from  thePrinciples  of 
a  religious  Education  receiv’d  in  their  Childhood,  cau- 
ftng  them  to  wander  from  the  Foot  Heps  of  the  Flock,  to 
the  Difturbance  of  thePeace  andOrder  of  the  Churches  ; 
it  muft  be  accounted  aPiece  of  Charity  toMen’s  Souls, to 
lay  open  the  Fallacies  whereby  they  are  in  Danger  of 
being  drawn  into  that  Error,  and  to  prevent  their  being 
impos’d  upon  by  the  Patrons  of  it,  by  their  abufed 
Authorities, and  to  clear  up  and  vindicate  theTruth  that 
is  difguis’d  and  perverted  thereby.  This  has  been  de- 
fign’dand  endeavoured  in  the  foregoing  Remarks,  and, 
I  hope, not  without  Succefs,  to  an  impartial  Judgment. 

Secondly ,  To  furnifH  out  a  confirming  Evidence  of  the 
divine  Right  of  Infant-Baptifm,  which  may  appear  from 
the  foregoing  Remarks,  thefe  twoWays, 

Firjl ,  From  the  Abiurdity  of  the  contrary Hypothefis, 
For  if  Infant-Baptifm  be  not  anlnftitution  of  JefusChrift, 
but  a  rneer  Nullity,  as  our  Adverfaries  affirm  •,  then  it 
muff  be  faid,  that  the  Church  has  loft  an  Ordinance  of 
Jefus  Chrift,  for  many  Hundred  Years,  and  even  from 
the  eaflieft  Times  of  Chriftianity,  that  we  have  any  cer¬ 
tain  Account  of  j  then  the  Subjefts  of  Chrift’s  Kingdom 
have  been  without  the  vifible  Badge  of  Difcrimination 
from  the  reft  of  theWorld,  for  fo  long  Time, contrary  to 
the  Dcfigu  of  Chrift’s  Inftitution  j  then  the  Laws  &  Or- 
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dinances  of  the  Kingdom  of  Chrift,are  not  perpetual, and 
unchangeable,  as  the  Scriptures  reprefent  them  to  be  ; 
then  it  will  be  difficult  to  account  for  the  Fulfilment  of 
Chrift’s  pro'mifed  Prefence  to  his  Minifters  in  theAdmi- 
niftration  of  Baptifm,  always  even  to  the  End  of  the 
World.  All  which  molt  manifeftAbfurdities,  are  con fe- 
quent  on  the  Denial  of  Infant-Baptifm  ;  for  I  have  made 
it  appear  from  Authors  of  good  Credit, that  Infant-Bap- 
tifm  conftantly  and  generally  obtained  in  the  primitive 
Church  :  Some  of  the  moil  ancient  Fathers  teftify,  that 
it  was  taught  and  practis’d  from  the  Age  of  theApoftles ; 
nor  is  there  any  Account  to  be  given  of  the  Time,  Man¬ 
ner,  or  Perfons,  when,  how,  or  by  whom,  it  was  firft  in¬ 
troduc’d  into  theChurch,  if  it  was  not  an  Inftitution  from 
the  Beginning  of  Chriftianity.  Some  Errors  &  Corrup¬ 
tions, ’tis  granted, may  fo  infenfibiy  creep  into  the  Church, 
as  that  it  may  be  hard  to  Account  for  the  firft  Rife  orBe- 
ginning  of  them  :  Yet  that  a  Practice  fo  publick  &  no¬ 
torious  to  all  Chriftians,  as  that  of  Baptifm  is,  ftiould  be 
chang’d  from  it’s  firft  Inftitution, and  that  in  fuch  a  De¬ 
gree,  as  to  become  quite  null  and  void  ;  and  that  too,  in 
the  primitive  and  pureft  Times  of  the  Church,  without 
any  Oppofition,  at  leaft  with  the  general  Silence  of  all  an¬ 
cient  Writers  fwhofe  Writings  are  extant)  about  fuch 
Oppofition,  or  about  the  Time,  or  Authors-  of  fuch  a 
Change,  or  the  Means  by  which  it  was  efFe£led,is  utterly 
beyond  all  Belief.  •  Nor  is  there  any  Account  for  the 
firft  400  Years  after  Chrift,  nor  any  Shadow  of  Proof 
that  there  was  any  Seft  of  Chriftians,  or  Body  of  Men 
that  may  be  called  a  Church,  owning  ChriftianBaptifm 
that  denied  it  to  Infants  :  Nor  any  one  Man  in  that  Pe¬ 
riod  that  objected  againft  ir,  except  her tullian, nor  did  he 
condemn  it  as  unlawful  •,  but  only  advis’d  the  Delay  of 
it,  as  more  profitable.  Nor  is  there  any  Evidence  at  all 
that  it  was  oppos’d  by  any  one  Man,  for  the  Space  of  fiv 
or  feven  Hundred  Years  from  that  Period  :  But  the 
1  raifice  continued  in  the  Univerfal  Church  without  In 
terrupaon  or  Exception,  (  fo  far  as  can  be  known  from 
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the  Writings  and  Monuments  of  Antiquity )  till  about 
the  i2thCentury,Pe/er  Bruis,and  his  Followers  in  France, 
are  faid  to  renounce  it  j  a  Sed  that  continued  but  a  Ihort 
Time,  and  dwindled  away  :  Whereof  yet  there  is  but 
probable  Evidence  at  beft.  And  as  to  the  proper  Wal- 
denfes, Luther's  Fore-runners,  their  oppofing  Infant-Bap- 
tifm,and  being  found  only  in  thePradice  of  Adult-Bap- 
tifm,  for  all  that  has  hitherto  appear’d,  deferves  no  better 
Name, than  that  of  a  Chimera,ov  groundlefs  Fit! ion.  And 
Dr.  Gill ,  notwithftanding  all  his  Pains,  has  fail’d  of  pro¬ 
ducing  any  tolerable  Evidence  of  it ;  and  until  he,  or 
fome  others,  do  it  more  effedually,  I  cannot  doubt  but 
that  theEvidences  produc’d  from  their  ownConfefiions  to 
prove,that  it  was  an  uncontrovertedPradice  among  them 
to  baptize  their  Children,  will  be  efteem’d  unexceptio¬ 
nable.  It  may  therefore,  I  think,  upon  good  Grounds 
be  concluded,  that  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  was  the  con- 
ftant  Pradiceof  the  Univerfal  Church  from  the  Begin¬ 
ning,  with  little  or  no  Oppofition,  till  the  German  Ana- 
baptijls  arofe  in  the  Age  of  the  Reformation.  And  con- 
fidering  the  knownCharaders  andPradices  of  thofeMen, 
it  feems  very  unlikely  thatChrift  fhould  afford  them  fuch 
Marks  of  his  extraordinary  Prefence,  as  to  improve  them 
as  the  Inftruments  of  reftoring  any  of  his  Laws,  that  had 
been  loft  or  negleded.  Bilt  now  if  Infant-Baptifm  be  not 
the  Inftitution  of  Chrift,  or  if  it  be  fubftituted  to  the 
making  void  his  true  Inftitution,I  cannot  fee  how  we  can 
avoid  thofe  intolerable  Abfurdities  before  mentioned.  It 
remains  then,  that  we  ought  to  conclude  it  to  be  truly 
his  Inftitution,  which  he  has  preferv’d,  together  with  the 
other  Sacrament,  thro’  all  Succeffions  of  the  Church, and 
■will  preferve  as  his  Memorial,  thro’  all  Generations. 

Secondly ,  The  Pradice  of  the  UniverfalChurch  makes 
out  a  confirming  Evidence,  as  it  interprets  to  us,  and 
eftabliflies  the  Senfeof  thofe  Scripture- Pafiages,  whence 
we  prove  the  Right  of  Infants  to  Baptifm.  GoodPrece- 
dents  are  allow’d  to  be  of  Ule  to  explain  and  fettle  the 
meaning  of  a  doubtful  Law  •,  tho’  the  Pradice  of  the 
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Church  be  not  our  Warrant  for  baptizing  Infants  ;  yet 
it  may  help  to  dired  us  to  the  rightSenfe  of  ihofeScrip- 
ture-Teftimonies  that  are  fo  fuppofing  them  to  have 
been  doubtful  before ;  and  thofe  to  whom  they  appear 
doubtful,  ought  in  all  Reafon  to  be  determined  by  the 
Practice  of  the  UniverfalChurch,  efpecially  of  the  primi¬ 
tive  Chriftians,  by  whom,  it  is  rationally  to  be  fuppos’da 
this  Law  of  Chrift  was  reduc’d  to  Pradice,  according  to 
the  true  Intent  and  Meaning  of  it.  If  therefore  the  Evi¬ 
dence  produc’d  of  this  Pradice  of  the  Church  be  of  fuf- 
ficient  Weight,  as  I  cannot  but  think  it  will  appear,  to 
Perfons  at  Liberty  from  Prejudices  and  Prepofieffions,to 
confider  Matters  impartially  ;  this  alone  may  fufEce  to 
put  an  IfTue  to  the  Controverfy.  Tho’  indeed,  the 
Grounds  from  Scripture  for  the  Pradice  of  Infant-Bap- 
tifm,  are  not  fo  doubtful,  as  fome  would  reprefent  them. 
But  this  will  be  the  Subjed  of  our  Difquifitions,  in  the 
two  next  Chapters.-——  - 

C  H  A  P.~  IV. 

The  Title  of  Chriftian  Infants  to  Baptifm, 
founded  on  their  C oven  ant-  hiterejl^ 
proved  and  vindicated. 

lIpalpSAVING  in  the  two  foregoing  Chapters, difcufs’d 
IpHip  at  largetheConfequencesoftheDenialoflnfant- 
Baptifm,  and  efpoufing  the  Principles  of  Anti- 
paedobaptifm  ;  and  examin’d  the  Antiquity  of  the  Prac¬ 
tice  of  baptizing  Infants, and  prov’d  it,  (I  think  by  unex- 
ceptionableEvidence, )  to  have  obtain’d  from  the  earlieft 
Times  of  Chriftianity,inOppofition  to  Dr.  Gill's  Remon- 
ftrances  ?  I  come  at  lengh  to  confider  and  difcufs  Matter 
of  Right ;  and  to  vindicate  thofeTefti monies  of  Scripture 
on  which  this  Pra&ice  is  founded.  The  mainFoundation 
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ot  the  Right  of  Infants  to  Baptifm,  I  conceive  to  be  the 
Interest  ot  the  Seed  of  the  Faithful  in  the  Covenant  of 
their  Parents,  to  whom  the  conftant  Tenor  of  the  divine 
Promiles  in  theScriptures,both  of  theOld  &  New-Tefta- 
ment  hath  been,  to  be  a  God  to  them  and  to  their  Seed  ; 
and  am  of  Opinion,  that  all  the  other  Arguments  from 
Scripture,  whereby  this  Right  ol  Infants  hath  been  juftly 
and  ftrongly  defended,  may  be  reduc’d  to  this  Head  ;  as 
they  receive  their  Force  andEvidence  from  theCovenant- 
Interelt  ot  theChildren  of  Believers.  If  it  could  be  prov’d 
that  iuch  Children  are  excluded  from  all  Intereft  inGod’s 
Covenant  of  Mercy  and  Salvation  through  Jefus  Chrift 
with  fallen  Man,  it  will  be  own’d  to  be  a  fruitlefs  At¬ 
tempt  to  go  about  to  prove  their  Title  to  Baptifm  ;  for 
in  that  Cafe,  they  muft  be  left  in  the  Ruins  of  Man’s 
Apoftacy  irrecoverably,  at  leaft  till  they  arrive  to  Adult 
Age  ;  and  dying  in  Infancy  muft  be  left  without  Hope 
or  Poffibility  of  Salvation,  according  to  the  ordinary 
revealed  Method  of  the  Difpenfation  of  God  ’s  Grace. 
For  to  be  an  Alien  to  the  Covenant ,  is  the  fame  Thing  as 
to  be  without  Chrift ,  and  without  Hope.  (Eph.  2.i2.)But 
if  on  the  other  Hand,  it  be  made  to  appear  from  good 
Scripture  Teftimonies,  that  the  Infants  of  the  Church, 
have  been  all  along  taken  in  with  their  Parents,  into 
God’s  Covenant  with  them,  it  may  with  no  great  Diffi¬ 
culty  be  argu’d  thence,  that  they  have  an  undoubted 
Right  to  Baptifm.  For  the  Covenant  and  the  Seal  are 
in  the  Reafon  of  the  Thing, and  by  God’s  Appointment, 
of  equal  Extent  to  Subjects  capable.  And  this  appears 
from  the  whole  Tenor  of  Scripture,  that  in  all  the  Tranf- 
actions  of  God’sCovenant  with  Man,  in  everyExhibition 
and  Difpenfation  of  it,  Children  have  been  included  with 
their  Parents  :  And  particularly,  eminently  and  moft 
exprefty  in  the  Covenant  with  Abraham ,  whom  God  ex¬ 
traordinarily  railed  up  to  be  not  only  the  greatPratriarch 
of  theChurch  Ifrael,  but  of  all  Believers  under  theGof- 
pel,who  are  exprefly  declared  in  theNew-Teftament  to  be 
theSeed  of  Abraham-,  (Rom.  4.  16.  Gal.  g.io.Jto  whom 
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God’s  Covenant  and  Promife  was,  to  be  aCod  to  him  and 
to  his  Seed  after  him  in  their  Generation  \  whichCovenant 
and  Promife  was  declared  to  be  an  everlasting  Covenant , 
being  defign’d  to  abide  in  the  fame  immutable  Tenor, 
even  under  the  Gofpel,  to  the  End  of  the  World,  as  it 
was  firft  eftablifhed  by  God  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  for 
ever  ;  as  the  infpired  Virgin-Mother  of  our  Lord  in  heir 
Song  of  Praife  declares,  Luk .  i.  53.  And  therefore  the 
Author  of  the  Dialogue,  very  juftly  and  confonantly  to 
Scripture,  gathers  from  the  Conftitution  of  this  Cove¬ 
nant,  with  the  annexed  Seal  of  Circumcifion,  a  good  and 
fufficient  Warraht  for  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  under  the 
Gofpel. 

Dr.  Gill,  I  find,  has  very  little  to  fay  in  diredt  Anfwer 
to  the  Arguments  produced  in  the  Dialogue.  But  he 
advances  a  new  Scheme  of  Notions  concerning  theCove- 
nant,  but  fo  perplexed  and  confufed,  and  fo  wide  of  all 
Foundation  in  Scripture,  that  one  might  almoft  venture 
to  fay,  it  leems  defignedly  invented  to  fecure  an  Hypo- 
thefts,  and  to  evade  the  Force  of  the  Argument  from  the 
Covenant  that  infers  the  Right  of  Chriflian  Infants  to 
Baptifm.  He  pretends  the  Covenant  with  Abraham  was 
not  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  but  rather  of  Works*:  And 
yet  allows  it  in  fome  Refpedts  to  be  a  pure  Covenant  of 
Grace,  but  not  as  fuch  to  comprehend  Infants.  And  as 
to  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  he  has  very  odd  and  ftrange, 
and  I  am  fure,  unfcriptural  Notions  about  it ;  as  that  the 
Covenant  of  Grace  was  made  with  all  that  ever  had,  or 
fhall  have  an  Interefl  in  it, from  Everlafting.  The  Ab- 
furdity  of  which  Conceit,  I  have  already  fufficiently  ma- 
nifefted.  *  But  I  am  alfo  to  take  Notice  of  the  Ground 
of  this  Error, in  his  confounding/^  Covenant  of  Redemp¬ 
tion  made  with  Chrift  the  Mediator,  with  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  made  with  Believers  in  him.  He  leems  to  admit 
no  Covenant  of  Grace  made  with  any  Man  in  Time, but 
that  which  was  made  with  the  Son  of  God,  the  defigned 
Mediator  and  Redeemer  before  the  World  began  :  And 
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%s  exprefly,  that  “The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  not  made 
«<  any  Ma"-~  And  when  at  any  Time  we  read  of 
t«  f  Cov?nant  of  Grace  being  made  with  particularPer- 

«  f°f  SA  U  Tuft  always  be  underftood  of  making  it  ma- 

nifefl:  to  them,  &c.”  P .  47.  In  fhort  his  Scheme  feems 
to  be  entirely Antinomian,  as  far  as  can  be  gather’d  from 
his  Expreffions  importing,  that  Men  may  really  have  an 
Intereft  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  be  poflefs’d  of 
the  Privileges  of  it,  Pardon,  Juftifkation,  &c.  all  the 
I  ime  of  their  Impenitency  in  Simbefore  Faith  andRe<*e- 
neration,  yea  fromEverlafting  ;  that  Faith  is  notrequlr- 
ed  to  their  haying  an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant,  but  only 
that  it  might  be  mamfefted  to  them,  &  that  they  might 

r  ihe, Affurance  and  Comfort  of  it }  that  all  was 
tranfadted  in  and  with  Chrift  their  Head  and  Reprefen- 

tative,  before  ever  they  had  a  Being ;  and  that  all  the 
Benefits  and  Privileges  of  the  Covenant  are  fo  purely 
of  divine  Grace,  as  to  exclude  not  only  the  Merit  of 
\\  orks  on  our  Part,  ( which  is  granted ;  but  all  Conditi¬ 
ons  and  Terms  of  Duty  required  of  us  j  for  he  fays  not 
only, That  theCovenant  of  Grace  is  not  made  with  Man, 
but  that  it  is  not  to  be  kept  by  Man, nor  can  it  be  broken  by 
Mart)  P.  4^,  46.  All  which  confident  Afiertions,  are 
void  of  any  Grounds  in  Scripture,  yea  contrary  to  plain 
Scripture,  as  has  been  partly  Ihewn  already  ;  and  I  Hull 
now  Ihew  it  more  fully. 

.  And  theiefore  I  find  it  neceflary,  before  I  come  to  a 
diredt  Confideration  of  what  he  has  to  object  againft  this 
Argument  from  the  Covenant,that  a  few  Things  be  pre- 
miled,  for  the  better  underftandingtheForce  &  Propriety 
of  this  Argument, which  I  ihall  lay  down  in  feveral  Pro- 
pofitions  and  Diftindtions,  for  clearing  up  the  Scripture- 
Dodtrine  of  the  Covenant,  fo  far  as  it  relates  to  the  pre- 
JentDifpute ;  which  being  well  fupported  from  the  Word 
of  God,  and  duly  attended  to,  it  will  require  no  great 
pains,  to  detedt  the  Sophiftry  of  all  his  Arguments  and 
Objections.  Error,  I  know,  is  no  Friend  to  Diftindtions, 
whereby  it  is  driven  out  of  its  lurking  Places  •,  for  it  de- 
.  . .  lights 
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lights  to  lie  hid  in  Ambiguities,  and  double  Meanings  of 
Words  &  Phrafes  *,  but  the  true  Meaning  of  fuch Words 
and  Phrafes, being  once  fettled  by  proper  Diftindions, the 
Truth  will  be  more  clearly  and  eafily  manifefted,andEr- 
ror  diffipated,  and  Debates  ended.  The  mainDiftindion 
to  be  here  firft  fettled  is  that  of  God’s  Covenant  with  the 
"Mediator,  and  his  Covenant  withMan  fallen,in  and  thro* 
the  Mediator. 

Of  God's  Covenant  with  the  Mediator . 

I.  I  lhall  fpeak  a  few  Things,  firft  of  all,  of  God's 
Covenant  with  the  Mediator ,  (called  by  Divines,  the 
Covenant  of  Redemption ,  or  the  Covenant  of  Suretifhip)  and 
fhew,  that  this  is  a  diftinft  Covenant,  and  eflfentially  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  Covenant  of  Grace, made  with  Man  in  and 
thro’  the  Mediator  ;  tho’  neither  of  thefe  Terms  are  to 
be  found  exprefly  in  Scripture, yet  the  Thing  fignified  by 
them, are  evidently  contain’d  therein.  That  theMethod 
of  Man’s  Redemption  was  concerted  between  God  the 
Father, and  the  Son  Jefus  Chrift,  ourMediator,before  the 
World  began,  is  apparent  from  fundry  Paffages  of  facred 
Writ,  which  fpeak  of  federal  Tranfadions,  or  Terms  of 
Agreement  entred  into,  between  God  the  Father, and  the 
Meffias,  the  defigned  Mediator,  before  his  coming  into 
the  World,for  the  Accomplifhment  of  our  Redemption. 
I  fhall  only  refer  the  Reader  for  Brevity’s  Sake,  among 
others,  to  the  followingTexts  of  Scripture.  Pfal.2.6 ,7,8. 
and  Pfal.  40.  6,7,8.  compar’d  with  Heb .  10.  5,6,7,10. 
Ifai.  49.  1, — 6.  Chap .  53.  10,  11,12.  Zech.  6.  12,  13. 
Chap.  13.  7.  Job.  6.  38,39.  Tit .  1  2.  2  Tim.  1.  9.  And 
Chrift’s  I nterceflfory- Prayer,  in  Job.  17.  plainly  n  fers  to, 
and  is  grounded  upon  the  federal  Tranfadions  between 
the  Father  and  him  before  the  World  was.  And  the 
Dodrine  of  Redemption^  taught  intheNew-Teftament, 
the  Suretifhip  and  Satisfa&ion  of  Chrift,  cannot  be  well 
explained,  or  underftood,  without  fuppofing  a  previous 
Agreement  between  God  the  Father/and  the  Redeemer  ; 

as- 
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nre^!frhpbe  at  larSc’  but  that  it  is  befide  my 

preienc  Purpofe  That  which  I  am  now  to  Ihew,  is,that 

this  Covenant  of  Redemption  between  ihofe  divine  Per- 
ions,  is  entirely  diftind  from  theCovenant  of  Grace  God 
made  with  us  in. Chrift,  tho’  the  latter  is  founded  on  the 
former  And  the  Materials  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
are  provided  and  comprehended  in  the  Covenant  of  Re¬ 
demption  ;  yet  they  are  formally  diftindt  Covenants. 

I  °  maie  t lls  more  clear,  we  may  firjl, confider,  wherein 
tnele  two  Covenants  agree  with  each  other. 

i.  They  agree  in  this,  that  they  are  both  of  Grace. 
1  ne  Covenant  of  Redemption  tranfafted  before  theWorld 
began,  was  purely  of  Grace.  This  was  the  firft  Motive  to 
the  whole  Work  of  Man’s  Redemption  ;  ’twas  the  free 
^eakire  of  God’s  Will ;  that  was  at  the  Bottom  of 
all  his  Thoughts  and  Counfels  about  the  Salvation  of  fal- 
en  Man.  2  'Tim.  1.9.  He  hath  faved  us  —  according  to 
his  own  Purpofe  and  Grace ,  that  was  given  us  in  Chriji  Je~ 
fus »  before  the  World  began.  And  it  was  owing  to  the 
Grace  and  Love  of  the  Son  of  God,  that  he  who  was  o- 
riginally  free,  fubmitted  to  become  his  Father’s  Servant 
in  this  Undertaking.  (2  Cor .  8.  9J  And  theCovenant 
made  in  Chrift  with  Believers  is  lo  purely  of  Grace,  that 
it  has  ufually  this  Appellation  given  it,  The  Covenant  of 
Grace.  Hence  fome  who  allow  them  to  be  diftindl  Co¬ 
venants,  do  yet  term  each  of  them  the  Covenant  of  Grace. 
That  between  the  Father  and  the  Son,  they  call  the  eter- 
nal  Covenant  of  Grace  :  That  between  God  &  Believers 
thro’  Chrift, the  temporal  Covenant  of  Grace  :  *  But  the 
Name  or  Term  is  not  to  be  flood  upon,  if  the  Thing  be 
acknowledged.  .  0 

2.  They  both  agree  in  this,  that  they  relate  to  the  Re¬ 
demption  and  Salvation  of  the  chofen  People  of  God. 
This  is  the  principal  Matter  &  Defign  of  bothCovenants. 
God  the  Father  and  the  Son  enter  into  Articles  about  it 
in  the  Covenant  of  Redemption  :  God  and  Believers  come 
under  mutual  Engagements  for  obtaining  it,  in  the  Cove¬ 
nant 
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nant  of  Grace  :  Yet  with  this  Difference  ;  the  Covenant 
of  Redemption,  refers  chiefly  to  the  Impetration  or  Pur- 
chafe  of  Redemption  •,  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  fuppofes 
thePurchafe  of  Redemption,  and  refers  only  to  the  Ap¬ 
plication  of  it. 

3,  They  agree  alfo  in  this,  that  the  Salvation  of  the 
fpiritualSeed  of  Chrift  is  promifed  in  bothCovenants.  It 
is  promifed  to  theBeliever,in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, upon 
hisFaith  inChrift.  The  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith  (theApoftle 
tells  us)  i.e.  the  Covenant  of  Grace, conferringRighteouf- 
nefs  and  Life  on  Sinners,  upon  their  F'aith  in  Chrift,  runs 
in  this  Tenor,  Rom.  10.  9.  If  thoujhalt  ccnfefs  with  thy 
Mouth  the  Lord  JeJus ,  and  fhalt  believe  in  thine  Heart  — - 
thou  fhalt  be  faved .  It  is  promifed  to  Chrift  in  Behalf  of 
his  fpiritual  Seed  in  the  Covenant  of  Redemption,  upon 
his  making  an  Expiatory  Oblation  for  Sin,  7/ ai.53 .10 ,11. 
For  Chrift  is  conftituted  in  the  Covenant  of  Redemption, 
the  Mediator,  Surety,  or  Guardian,  of  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  ;  and  the  publickTruftee,  or  Repofitory  of  all  the 
promifed  Mercies  &  Bleflings  of  it.  Thefe  Agreements 
between  the  two  Covenants  have  caufed  fome  to  overlook 
the  real  Difference  between  them,  and  to  malje  them  one 
and  the  fame  ;  as  our  Author  doth.  But  that  there  is  a 
manifeft  Difference  between  them,  will  appear  in  thefe 
Particulars. 

1.  The  Parties  are  different.  In  the  Covenant  of  Re¬ 
demption,  God  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  are  the  Parties 
Covenanting  :  The  Father  propounds  his  Will  &  Coun- 
fel  to  the  Son, concerning  what  was  to  be  done  fortheRe- 
demption  of  fallen  Man  ;  the  Son  readily  accepts  his  Fa¬ 
thers  Decree  and  Propofal,  and  voluntarily  confents  to 
his  Part  of  the  Undertaking,  faying,  Lo,I  come  to  do  thy 
Will ,  0  God.  Heb.  10.7.  \VhichPropofal,&Confent, car¬ 
ries  in  it  theMatter  &  Form  of  a  Covenant  But  now,  in 
the  Covenant  of  Grace,  God  and  Man,  are  the  confede¬ 
rating  Parties  ;  as  appears  from  the  conftantTenor  of  the 
Scriptures,  which  often  fpeak  of  the  Covenant  tranlafted 
between  God  &  Man  *,  but  never  fpeak  in  exp  refs  Terms 

of 
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rftheO>venant  made  with  JefusChrift  (unlefs  under  the 
Type  of  Ha.89.3j  But  with  Men  often  Thus 

l Covenanc  wnh Noah  and  his  Sons,  Gen  0  o 
With  Abraham  Gen.  17.  2.  I  will  make  my  Covenant  be- 
tween  me  and  thee.  With  David,  2  Sam.  23.  5.  He  batb 
made  wUb  me  an  everlafting  Covenant.  And*  under  the 
GofpeJ,  with  the  New-Teftament  Ifrael,  Heb  8  I  will 
make  a  new  Covenant  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  &c  i'e  with 
Goipd-^hevers.  We  fee  then  tile  &4&S  a^ 

™ ™ t  ,rUt,how7er  .(may  fome  % )  may  not  the  Cove- 
nant  be  the  fame  that  is  made  with  Chrift  and  Believers  } 

wuh  Him  as  the  Head,  and  with  them  as  the  Members 
of  his  Body  ?  I  Aniwer  ;  No  :  For, 

T'lf '  TheConditions  of  thefe  twoCovenants  are  different. 
f  he  Con<"tlon  undertaken  by  Chrift  was,  that  he  fhould 
become  Man,  take  an  human  Body,  that  he  might  con- 
verfe  familiarly  with  Men, and  open  to  them  theCounfels 
°f  God  referring  to  their  Salvation,  and  therein  become 
obedient  unto  Death,  offering  his  human  Body  and  Soul 
a  Sacrifice  to  make  Atonement  forMan’s  Sin.  Ifai.  co.io 
Margin.  When  bis  Soul  jhall  make  an  Offering  for  Sin  Sec 

I0’  5»  10  So  that  Obedience  unto  Death  &  Sa¬ 

tisfaction  for  Sin  thereby, was  the  mainCondition  required 
of  theSon  of  God  in  theCovenant  of  Redemption ;  where¬ 
as  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  the  Condition  requir’d  of 
fallen  Man,  is  Faith  in  the  Mediator,  joined  withRepen- 
tance,  and  productive  of  unfeignedObedience  to  the  holy 
Precepts  and  Rules  of  the  Covenant.  In  the  Covenant 
ofB.caernption,thcConGition  runs  thus,  C(,Make  tfjySoul  an 
Offering  for  Sin ,  and  thou  /halt  fee  thy  Seed.  But  in  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  tne  Condition  runs  thus.  Believe  in 
the  Lord  Jefus  Cbnfi,and  thou  /halt  be  faved.  Thefe  Con¬ 
ditions  are  not  only  different, but  incompatible  with  each 
other,in  the  fame  Subjeft.  The  making  an  expiatory 
Sacrifice  for 'Sin,  the  Condition  in  the  Covenant  of  Re¬ 
demption,  exc  hides  all  NecefTity  &  Uie  of  Faith  towards 
a  Mediator  in  the  fame  Perfon  :  and  Faith  in  an  atoning 
Mediator,  theCondition  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, tyouid 

be 
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beufelefsto  a  Man  that  could  makcExpiation  for  his  own 
Sins.  Yea, it  is  impofiible  for  thefeConditions  to  be  equal¬ 
ly  perform’d  by  Chrift  andBelievers.  The  Condition  of 
theCovenant  of  Redemption  is  impofiible  to  all  Men,  for 
Man,once  a  Sinner,  is  liable  himfelf  to  be  made  aSacrifice, 
but  cannot  pofiibly  make  an  atoning  Sacrifice  for  Sin. 
And  the  Conditions  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  are  asim- 
poflible  to  Chrift,  which  are  Faith  &  Repentance;  Faith 
in  a  Mediator, requir’d  of  Sinners, is  impofiible  to  theMe- 
diator  himfelf.  And  how  could  he  repent  who  had  no  Sin 
of  his  own, to  repent  of  ?  It  being  neceffary  to  qualify  him 
to  be  an  atoning  Sacrifice  for  the  Sins  of  others,  that  he 
fhould  be  abfolutely  fmlefs  himfelf.  And  therefore  the 
manifeft  Difagreement  of  thefe  two  Conditions,is  a  clear 
Evidence,  that  they  can’t  belong  to  the  fame  Covenant, 
but  do  plainly  eonftitute  two  diltinct  Covenants. 

3.  They  differ  alfo  in  the  Promifes  and  Privileges  of 
each  Covenant.  ’Tho’  thePromifes  made  toChrift  in  the 
Covenant  of  Redemption, virtually  comprize  all  thePro¬ 
mifes  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  are  the  fundamental 
Security  of  all  theBleffings  promifed  to  Believers, yet  the 
Promifes  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  were  not  formally 
made  to  Chrift,  as  a  confederateParty  in  the  Covenant  of 
Redemption,  neither  could  they  be.  The  main  Promifes 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,are  of  Pardon  of  Sin,  the  Gift 
of  the  Spirit  for  San&ification  and  eternal  Salvation  ;  all 
which  fuppofe  thePerfons  to  whom  they  are  made  to  be 
Sinners,  guilty,  corrupt,  and  liable  to  Damnation.  For 
whichReafon,no  fuchPromifes,  furely,can  agree  toChrift, 
he  needs  them  not  who  was  perfedlly  pure  and  fpotlefs ; 
had  he  needed  Pardon  of  Sin  and  Regeneration,  he  could 
not  have  been  ourMediator.  On  the  contrary,thePromifes 
made  to  Chrift,  as  a  confederate  Party  in  the  Covenant  of 
Redemption,were  peculiar  to  him,  and  could  agree  to 
none  elfe  ;  fuch  as  the  Promife  of  a  Seed  to  ferve  him. 
Ifai.  53.  xo.  He  Jhall  fee  his  Seed,  &c.  Pfal.  22.  30.  Of 
fitting  at  hisFather’s  right  Hand,and  a  compleat  Vi&ory 
over  his  Enemies.  Pfal.  it o.  1 .  The  Lord faid  unto  my 

Lord , 
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Lord  Jit  thou,  at  my  right  Hand, until  I  make  thine  Emmies 
thFootfiool  The  Promife  of  a  univerfal  Dominion,  to 
whofe  fupream  Power  &  Authority  all  Creatures  in  Hea¬ 
ven  and  Earth, and  under  theEarth,  Angels  Men  &  Devils 
fliould  ^  the  Knee  Phil.  2.  9,  10.  In  fhort,  he  had  the 
Prom  lie  of  having  the  Honour  &  Glory  of  the  great  Sa- 

^1°U’\/r&iHeaC‘  °  uhe  Churc!l’  a Glory  which  fuits  only  to 

the  lylediator,  as  his  peculiar  Prerogative,  which  noCrea- 

ture  in  Heaven  or  Earth  can  have  any  Share  in.  And 

tho  thefe  glorious  Promifes  made  to  Chrift  redound  to 

the  Benefit  of  all  Believers,  yet  there  are  no  fuchPromifes 

made  to  them  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  but  finding 

them  in  Scripture  made  to  Chrift,  upon  his  Undertaking 

and  Performance  of  the  Work  of  our  Redemption,  we 

muff  conclude, that  thefe  are  diftinfl  Covenants  :  for  we 

have  already  feen  that  both  the  Conditions  and  Promifes 

of  theCovenant  of  Grace  are  fuch,as  Chrift  is  uncapable 

of ;  and  that  the  Conditions  &  Promifes  of  theCovenant 

of  Redemption  are  fuch,  as  Believers  are  uncapable  of 
Let  me  add, 


4’  Chrift  is  the  Mediator  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
but  in  theCovenant  of  Redemption,  a  Party  confederate. 
The  Covenant  ol  Grace  is  made  with  us  through  a  Me¬ 
diator  pr  Surety  :  HenceChrift  is  fo  often  called  the  Me¬ 
diator  of  the  New  Tejlament,  Heb.  12.  24.  The  Telia  tor, 
whole  Death  confirm’d  his  New  Tefament, to  theHeirs  of 
Promife,  Heb.9. 1 5, 1 6.  And  a  Surety  of  a  betterTeJlament, 
which  is  no  other, but  the  Covenant  of  Grace ,  Heb.  7. 2  2. 
But  in  the  Covenant  between  the  Father  &  the  Son,Yhere 
was  no  Meosator  or  Surety,  there  needed  none,  tor  the 
F ather  and  the  Son  were  perfe&ly  united  in  Mind  and 
Counfel.  John  10.  r  5,  18.  As  theFatber  knoweth  me, even 
fo  know  I  the  Father  :  And  I  lay  down  my  Life  for  theSheep. 

■ — This  Commandment  have  I  received  of  my  Father.  $.20. 
I  and  my  Father  are  one.  And  they  were  immutably  true 
and  faithful,  and  trufted  each  other  on  their  Word.  And 
in  this  Covenant  of  Redemption, he  was  conftiruted  Me¬ 
diator  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  But  if  the  Covenant 
v  of 
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af  Grace  was  made  with  him, he  would  be  bothMediator, 
and  aParty,in  the  fame  Covenant !  Both  theTeftator,and 
the  Legatee,  which  is  unreafonable  &  abfurd.  And 

5.  In  the  Covenant  of  Redemption  the  Reward  pro- 
mifed  to  Chrift,  upon  his  Performance  of  the  Work 
affign’d  him,  was  a  Reward  of  Debt,  and  not  of  Grace. 
And  he  properly  and  righteoufiy  merited  all  that  was  pro- 
mifed  bytheFather;  according  to  thatAcccount  of  Merit, 
Rom .  4.  4.  that  it  confifts  in  fuch  Works  of  perfedl  Obe¬ 
dience  as  render  the  Reward  of  Debt ,  and  not  of  Grace  ; 

and  fuch  were  theWorks  of  Chrift’s  Obedience  to  the  Fa- 

* 

ther,  on  the  Account  whereof  he  might  juftly  claim  the 
promifed  Reward  as  his  Due,  as  we  find  him  in  Joh.ij . 
putting  in  his  Plea  in  theNature  of  a  Claim.  /.  4,5,  24. 
But  in  the  newCovenantall  is  of  Grace, both  theCondition 
and  the  promifedReward.  Rom.  4.  16.  ItisofFaith^that 
It  may  be  by  Grace .  Eph.  2.  8.  By  Grace  are  ye  faved  thro * 
Faith ,  and  that  not  of  your / elves ,  it  is  the  Gift  of  God . 
Once  more, 

6.  They  differ  imtheir  immediate  Ends.  The  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Redemption  immediately  relates  to  thePurchafe 
nf  Redemption  by  the  Obedience  &  Sacrifice  of  the  Son 
ot  God  incarnate  :  The  whole  Method  or-  Plan  of  this 
Work  was  agreed  on  in  theCounfel  of  Peace  between  the 
Father  &  the  Son  ;  but  the  Covenant  of  Grace  is  founded 
3n  the  Suppofition  of  this  Purchafe  already  made,  and 
*efere  immediately  &  only  to  theApplication  of  Redemp¬ 
tion,  and  is  publifhed  &  recorded  in  the  facred  Scripture, 
is  the  appointed  Method  and  Rule  of  the  Spirit’s  Work, 
n  bringingHome  the  Redemption  purchafed  by  the  Son 
:o  the  Souls  of  Men.  From  all  thefe  Differences  it  fol- 
.Qws,as  an  undeniable  Conclufion,  that  thefe  muft  be  two 
liflindl  Covenants.  * 

;  ,  Thefe 

*  of  thefe  and  other  Points  of  Difference  between  the  two  Co¬ 
venants,  are  noted  and  enlarged  on  by  WLr.Cbarnoc^fm  hisDifcourfe 
on  God  s  being  the  Autbo7 *  oj  Reconciliation  :  By  Mr.  Fla<vel>  in  his 
Fountain  of  Life  opened.  And  by  divers  other  Divines,  who  have 
written  on  this  Subjeft,  whereby  they  have  clearly  demonffrated 
thefe  two  Covenants  to  be  intirely  dilUnd. 
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.  The(e  Confiderations  plainly  Ihew  Dr.  Gill's  Miftake,. 
in  making  the  Covenant  with  Chrift, and  that  made  with 
Believers, to  be  one  &  the  fame,and  pretending,that  cc  the 
Covenant  of  Grace  was  made  with  Chrift  and  his  Peo~ 
46  ple,as  confider’d  in  him  from  Everlafting.P.47.”  For 
tho*  the  Covenant  made  with  Chrift  before  the  World 
began  (called  the  eternal  Covenant )  had  Refpedt  to  the 
chofen  People  in  Time,  and  was  defigned  and  contrived 
for  their  Good  *,  yet  confidering  the  Nature  andTenor  of 
it,  as  it  has  been  diftindtly  (tho*  very  briefly)  explained, 
in  Refpeft  to  its  Conditions  &  Promifes,could  not  pofli- 
bly  be  made  with  them,  or  with  any  of  the  Children  of 
Men,  as  Parties  confederate,  it  being  aCovenant  peculiar 
toChrift  in  his  mediatorialCapacity  :  It  may  as  truly  and 
properly  be  faid,  that  they  were  joint  Undertakers  with 
him  in  the  Work  of  Man’s  Redemption, as  that  they  were 
joint  Federates  with  him,  in  the  Covenant  between  the 
Father  and  Hirr,  relating!  to  that  Undertaking. 

It  is  to  be.  contefs’d,that  the  more  ancientDivines  feem 
to  have  had  lefs  diftin£t  Notions  of  the  Covenant  of  Re¬ 
demption  :  for  obferving,  there  were  Promifes  made  to 
Chrift  in  Scripture,*  thefe  they  explain’d  and  apply’d,  in- 
diftindtly  to  tlieCovenant  of  Grace  in  general,  and  feem’d 
to  hold  that  theCovenant  of  Grace  was  made  withChrift, 
as  the  Head, and  with  Believers, as  his  Members, or  fpiri- 
tual  Seed  :  But  in  a  far  different  Senfe  from  th  z  Amino - 
tnians ,  or  from  that  of  Dr.  Gill  \  not  as  exclufive  of  a 
Covenant  of  Grace  made  particularly  withBelievers  •,  nor 
of  the  Conditions  of  that  Covenant,  requir’d  in  order  to 
their  having  an  lntereft  in  the  Privileges  *  of  it.  The 
Afiembly  of  Divines,  both  in  their  Confeffion  of  Faith, and 
larger  Catechifm ,  exprefly  mentionFaith,as  the  Condition 
required  of  us,  in  order  to  our  lntereft  in  Chrift,  and  his 
faving  Benefits  ,  and  the  later  Divines  upon  a  more  nar¬ 
row, and  accurate  Search,  into  theNature  of  theCovenant, 
according  to  the  Light  of  Scripture-Revelation, have  ob- 
ferved  a  diftinft  Covenant  between  the  divine  Perfons, 
God  the  Father,  and  the  Redeemer,  peculiar  to  them, 

antecedent 
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antecedent  to  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  made  with  fallen 
Man  in  Chrift,  and  the  very  Foundation  of  it. 

Thofe  who  take  thefe  Covenants  to  be  one  and  the 
fame,  feem  to  be  led  into  that  Opinion  chiefly  by  one 
Text  of  Scripture,  and  that  a  very  myftical  one.  It  is 
that,  in  Gal.  3.  16.  Now  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  were 
the  Promifes  made  :  he  faith  not ,  And  to  Seeds  yas  of  many  ; 
but  as  of  one ,  And  to  thy  Seed  *,  which  is  Chrift .  But  to 
fhew,  what  is  molt  clear  and  certain  from  fo  doubtful  a 
Text,  let  me  briefly  note,  1.  There  are  divers  Promifes 
recorded,  which  God  made  to  Abraham  in  Reference  to 
his  Seed.  Particularly,  Gen  22.18.  In  thy  Seed /hall  all  « 
the  Nations  of  the  Earth  be  bleffed.  Chap.  17.  7.  I  will 
efiablifh  my  Covenant  between  me  &  thee ,  and  thy  Seed  after 
thee — to  be  a  God  to  theeyand  thy  Seed  after  thee ,  Chap. 

13.15.  All  the  Land  which  thou  feeft  Jo  thee  will  I  give ,  and 
to  thy  Seed.  Now  we  need  not  be  curious  to  enquire,  which 
of  thefe  Promifes  the  Apoftle  refers  to,  feeing  he  fpeaks 
of  Promifes  in  the  Plural,  including  the  feveral  Promifes 
God  made  to  Abraham  relating  to  his  Seed.  2.  We  arc 
further  to  note,  That  by  the  Seed  of  Abraham  mentioned 
in  God’s  Promifes  to  him,  befides  his  natural  Seed,  the 
Jews,  there  is  a  twofold  Seed  efpecially  intended^:  Which 
two,  in  other  Refpefis,  are  one.  There  is  that  eminent 
Seed,  the  Meffias,who  was  promifed  as  the  great  Bleffing 
of  the  World  *,  in  whom  all  Nations  of  the  Earth  are  to  be 
bleffed  ;  and  who  is,  by  way  of  Eminence,  ftiled  the  Seed 
of  Abraham ,  Heb.2  16.  The  other,  are  all  Chriftians  or 
Believers  inChrift,the  adopted  Seed  of  Abraham.  There¬ 
fore  thefe  Promifes  cannot  be  faid, according  to  theLetter 
of  the  Hiftory,  to  be  made  to  Chrift  as  the  Seed  of  Abra¬ 
ham  ;  fince  as  fuch,  he  was  the  great  Bleffing  promifed, 
and  by  whom  the  Promife  of  Bleffing  was  to  be  fulfilled 
to  the  adopted  Seed.  '3.  Obferve,  That  in  whatever 
Senfe  the  Promifes  are  faid  to  be  made  to  the  eminent 
Seed  of  Abraham ,  i.  e.  to  Chrift,  they  were  not  made  to 
the  Perfon  of  Chrift  diftin&ively,  fo  as  to  exclude  others 
of  the  Faithful  from  having  a  Share  in  them  $  nor  indeed 
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ny  other  Pnomifes  here  referred  to,  but  thofe  of  the 

Covenant  of  Grace,  common  to  ail  Believers  ;  for  Abra- 

ham  i r  — "  ~  1  1  1  ~  * 


with  his  Seed,  to 
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whom  the  Promifes  were  made,  and  primarily  to  Abra - 
igam.  For  to  Abraham  fc?  his  heed  were  the  Promifes  made. 
13-jt  to  Jay,  that  the  Promifes  were  made  primarily  to  A- 
oraham ,  and  then  to  Chrift  perfonally  confidered,  founds 
j!rfn\  Wherefore  (to  declare  what  I  apprehend  to  be  the 
i  jeanmg  of  this  i  ext)  ’tis  to  be  obferv’d,that  theApoftle, 
tn  Oppofition  to  the  Boaft  of  the  jews, that  they  were  the 
befd  o!  Abraham ,  andHeirs  of  thePromifes  made  to  him 
is  heie  mewing,  thatGod  intended  another  Seed  of  Abra - 
ham  (befides  the  carnal  unbelieving  lews,)  upon  the  Ex¬ 
hibition  of  Chrift  in  theFlelh,  whofhould  beHeirs  of  his 
Covenant ,  even  as  many  both  jews  &  Gentiles  as  came 
mto  Union  withChrift,the  great  &  eminent  Seed  of  Abra- 
haid  fy^t aitn  ;i.e.  theChriftianChurch,or  the  wholeChurch 
of  Believers  under  the  Difpeniation  of  Chrift  theirHead. 
So  he  had  declared  f.  7.  They  which  are  of  Faith ,  the 
fame  are  the  Children  of  Abraham.  And  he  proves  this 
from  the  I  ype  or  Abraham’ s  immediate  naturalSeed,thus: 
as  Abraham  according  to  the  Letter  of  the  Hiftory  had  a 
cdvei  ie  oecd,  Ijhmatl  and  Ifaac  ;  but  Ijhmael  the  Son  of  the 
Bond- Woman  was  caft  out,  and  ifaac  only  counted  for 
the  Seed  ;  on  whom  the  Promifes  were  fettled,  in  whole 
Line  the  Church  was  to  be  continued,  Gen.  21,  <2 .— /« 
Ijaac  Joail  t  ay  heed  be  called.  Chap.  17.21.  MyCoveno.nl  will 
I  eftablifh  wit  to  Ifaac :  So  at  theComing  of  Chrift  &  under 
hisDifpenfation  (tho’  Abraham  may  be  faid  to  have  adi- 
verietced,  viz. the  carnal unbelievingf ews ,  his  naturalSeed, 
.who  adher’d  to  the  legal  Covenant,  typified  by  the  Son 
ci  the  Bond- Woman,  and  all  Believers ,  even  among  the 
Gentiles,  his  adopted  Seed,  typified  by  Ifaac  the  Child  cf 
tvepromije ,  Gal. 4.  22,  23.  28.  Pet)  in  the  myfticalSer.fe, 
there  is  flili  but  one  Seed,  who  were  defign’d  theHeirs  of 
thePromifes  made  to  Abraham  ;  that  is, all  that  areChrilt’s, 
all  believing  Jews  and  Gentiles  united  in  one  Body,  deno¬ 
minated  from  theirHead  Chrift  myftical,as  in  1  Cor.  12.13. 
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according  to  the  Explication  given  by  the  Apofile  in  this 

fameChapter.  f.  28,29.  For  there  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek, 
&c.  For  ye  are  all  One  in  Cbrijtjefus ,  <2/^/  if  ye  be  Chrijl's , 
are  ye  Abraham’s  Seed  (the  one  Seed  to  whom  the 
Promifes  were  made,  as  it  follows)  and  Heirs  according  to 
the  Prornife.  The  carnal  jews  being  broken  off  through 
Unbelief  from  the  Root  of  Abraham's  Covenant,  the  be¬ 
lieving  Gentiles  fucceed  in  their  Room,  as  Eleirs  of  the 
Promifes :  that  as  the  natural  Seed  were  literally  one  in 
Jfaac ,  Ijhmciel  being  call  out  &  not  allow’d  to  inherit  with 
him  ;  fo  the  fpiritual  Seed  are  myftically  one  in  Chriff, 
and  to  them  Only  the  Prornife  belongs  under  the  Gofpel, 
which  was  made  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed . 

According  to  this  Explication,  I  fee  nothing  that  fa¬ 
vours  the  Notion  of  the  lame  Covenant  being  made  with 
ChriS  and  Believers  ;  or  however  the  Text  be  explain’d, 
ail  that  can  be  gather’d  from  ir, is, that  the  Promifes  were 
made  to  Chrfft  ccnfider’d  in  his  publick  Capacity,  as  the 
fecond  Adam,  and  Head  of  his  redeem’d  People,  to  be  in 
1  ime  made  good  to  all  hisMembers,as  the  greatBleffing 
he  was  to  dilpenfeto  them  ;  which  I  conceive  to  be  a  very 
different  Thing  from  faying,  that  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
was  made  with  him  as  a  Party  confederate  in  that  Cove¬ 
nant,  which  I  have  fhewed  to  be  impofiible  :  yet  nothin?* 
hinders  but  that  the  Promifes  of  the*  Covenant  of  Grace 
might  be  made  to  him  as  a  publick  Trufteejn  Behalf  of 
his  fpiritual  Seed, that  they  might  claim  all  by  and  under 
him,  by  Virtue  of  their  Union  &  Relation  to  him,  who 
mult  in  all  ihings  have  the  Preheminence,  And  it  is 
undoubtedly  a  great  Truth,  and  agreable  to  what  has 
been  laid  of  the  Tranfaflions  between  theFather&  Him 
in  the  Covenant  of  Redemption,  that  all  the  Promifes  of 
the  new  Covenant,  comprizing  the  Bleffing  of  Abraham, 
Juftiiication,  theGift  of  the  Spirit  for  Sanctification,  and 
eternal  Life,  were  originally  made  to  Chrift  in  thole  an¬ 
cient  Tranladions,  not  as  a  Party  concern’d  otherwife 
than  as  a  Truftee,  or  Surety  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace/ 
who  by  Virtue  of  the  Prornife  of  the  Father,  had  full 
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Right  and  Power  to  difpenfe  them  to  his  redeemed  Peo¬ 
ple  onNew- Covenant-Terms.  The  Father  promifed  and 
engag’d  to  Chrift  on  the  Behalf  of  his  chofen  Seed,  in 
Confederation  of  his  Obedience,  Death  and  Sacrifice,  to 
give  his  Spirit  to  them,  and  all  necefiaryGrace,to  fit  them 
for  Heaven,  and  eternal  Life  in  the  End  ;  which  being, 
the  Confummation  of  the  Bleffingof  Abraham, and  of  all 
the  Promifes  of  the  new  Covenant,  is  faid  to  be  promifed 
by  God  before  th eWorld  began.  Tit.  1.  2.  It  was  promifed 
in  Jefus  Chrift,  as  the  Apoftle  elfewhere  fpeaks  of  the 
Grace  given  us  inChrijl  Jefus  before  tbeWorld  began.  2  Tim. 
1 .  9.  Given  not  to  jefus  Chrift,  but  given  to  us  in  Chrift 
Jefus  ;  who  as  Mediator  was  conftituted  the  Repofitory 
of  all  divine  Gifts,  Mercies, and  Blefiings,to  be  difpens’d 
to  fmful  Men.  For  all  the  Promifes  of  God  are  in  Chrift 
Tea,and  in  him  Amen.  2Cor.  r.  20.  All  were  fecured  in  his 
Hands, on  the  Behalf  of  his  People.  And  fo  we  fee,that 
whatever  Promifes  were  made  to  Chrift,  this  is  noProof 
that  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  as  contradiftinguifh’d  from 
theCovenant  of  Redemption, was madewithhim.  And  let 
this  fuffice  for  the  firftHead.  I  proceed  now  to  fpeak — 

Of  God's  Covenant  with  Man. 

2.  Let  us  in  the  next  Place  confider  theCovenant 
God  has  made  with  Man.in  and  through  the  Mediator. 
A  nd  in  Order  hereunto,  I  would  firftfhew  what  a  Cove- 
venant  between  God  and  Man  imports  in  general. 

God’s  Covenant  with  Man  is  the  revealed  Method  of 
his  Government  over  him,  in  a  State  of  Trial,  by  Laws, 
Promifes  and  Threatnings, whereby  he  hath  fnevved  what 
Duty  he  requires  of  him  ;  and  what  Favours  and  Bene¬ 
fits  he  may  expedt  from  hisCreator  upon  his  Compliance 
with  his  Will,  that  he  might  in  a  Way  molt  fuitable  to 
his  rational  Nature,  engage  his  Dependance  on  him, and 
Obedience  to  him,  in  Order  to  his  own  Glory,  and  the 
Happinefs  of  Man.  All  this  is  implied  in  every  Cove¬ 
nant  with  Man,  as  to  the  Subftance  of  it  on  God’sPart  ; 
and  Man’s  Confent  and  Agreement  hereunto  brings  him 
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into  Covenant  withGod.  There  is  (it  is  granted)  a  great 
Deal  of  Difference  betweenGod’s  covenanting  vvithMan, 
and  Man’s  covenanting  with  his  Fellow- Creature  *,  con- 
trailing  Parties  among  Men  are  fuppos’d  free  from  Ob¬ 
ligations  to  each  other,  till  they  bind  themfelves  by  Co¬ 
venant.  But  Man  is  originally  bound,  as  a  Servant  to 
God, by  the  Law  of  his  Creation,  and  God  might  juflly 
demand  Obedience  from  him,  without  engaging  himfelt 
by  Promife  to  reward  his  Obedience  j  therefore  it  is 
wonderfuf  Grace  and  Condefcenfion  in  God  to  enter  into 
the  Bonds  bf  a  Covenant  with  his  Creature,  to  engage 
him  to  that  Service  and  Obedience  which  is  his  original 
Due.  Befides,  Man  is  at  Liberty  to  propound  what 
Terms  he  pleafes  to  his  Fellow-Creature,  and  it  is  not  a 
valid  Covenant,  till  there  be  a  mutual  Agreement  and 
Confent  of  bothParties  :  ButMan  being  originally  bound 
to  God,  is  not  at  Liberty  to  make  his  own  Terms, or  to 
debate  or  except  againft  theTerms  propounded, on  which 
God  vouchfafes  to  enter  into  Covenant  with  him  ;  but  is 
obliged  to  take  the  Covenant  juft  asGod  offers  it.  God’s 
Command  and  Promife  conftitutes  the  whole  Ma;ter  of 
the  Covenant  :  the  Command  makes  our  Part  in  it.;  the 
Promife,  his.  And  it  is  the  Duty  of  every  one  to  whom 
theCovenant  is  propounded,  ( and  not  Matter  of  Liberty) 
to  yield  his  Confent  to  it  and  it  is  his  Sin,  his  Difobe- 
dience,  and  Ingratitude,  to  refufe  it.  Thefe  and  other 
Differences  there  are,  of  the  Covenants  between  God  and 
Man,&  betweenMan  &Man.  Neverthelefs,that  which  is 
requifite  to  all  Covenants,  is  the  mutual  Agreement, and 
Engagement  of  thePartiesone  to  another  *  without  which 
there  can  be  no  proper  Covenant.  So  in  God’sCovenanc 
with  Man,  there  are  Promifes  on  God's  Part,  and  Refti- 
pulations  on  Man’s  Part,  either  exprefs  or  implicit.  The 
Propolition  of  the  Covenant  on  God’s  Part,  whether  by 
immediate  Revelation,  or  in  the  (landing  Record  of  holy 
Scripture,  is  a  fufficient  Declaration  of  his  Confent  to  a 
Covenant-Treaty  with  Men.  And  in  order  to  their  In¬ 
hered  in  the  Covenant,  there  muft  be  an  actual  Confent 
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to  God’s  Propofol  and  Demand,  in  Subjeds  capable  be- 
lievingly  and  thankfully  accepting  the  Promife, and  obe¬ 
diently  iubmitting  to  theTerms  requir’d.  I  fay,inSub- 
jecls  capable  ;  forfince  Man  is  originally  and  naturally 
bound  to  all  the  Duties  required  in  the  Covenant,  if  it 
pleafe  God  to  extend  the  Promife  of  it  to  fuch  as’ are  at 
prefent  uncapable  of  aftual  Confent,  as  the  Infants  of  the 
Faithful,  they  are  neverthelefs  properly  to  be  reputed 
I  ederates,  anci  to  have  an  Interefl  in  the  Covenant,  by 
Virtue  of  the  believingConfent  of  theirParents,andGod’s 
Promife  to  them.  There  needs  not  the  Confent  of  Chil¬ 
dren,  to  bring  them  underObligations  to  God  ;  they  are 
his  already, and  bound  to  all  the  Duties  of  the  Covenant, 
by  the  Right  Of  Creation  and  Redemption  :  And  his 
Promife  of  being  their  God,  annexed  to  his  Command, 
(which  as  they  grow  up  to  a  Capacity  for  it,  they  are 
obliged  to  own  and  actually  to  confent  to)  is  fufficient  to 
their  Covenant-Intereft  ;  and  they  ought  to  be  efteemed, 
equally  with  their  Parents,  in  Covenant  with  God,  ’till 
they  cut  off  themlelves  by Apoltacy,  or  renouncing  their 
Part  in  the  Covenant. 

It  has  p leafed  God,  all  along  from  the  Beginning,  to 
deal  with  Man  in  the  Way  of  a  Covenant  :  which  is  to 
be  confidered  as  the. Rule  and  Method  of  the  moral  Go¬ 
vernment,  which  he  exercifes  over  hisPeople  in  this  World; 
wherein  much  of  the  Wifdom  and  Goodnefs  of  God  is’ 
manifefted.  He  hath  chofen  fuch  a  Method  ol  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  fhew,  that  hisAuthority  is  temper’d  with  Grace 
and  Love,  refembling  that  of  a  kind  and  tender 
Father,  who  confuits  the  Good  of  his  Children,  &  chiefly 
designs  the  Glory  of  Goodnefs  and  Love, rather  than  that 
ot  an  abfolute  Monarch,  who  aims  chiefly  at  the  Glory 
of  Power  and  Dominion.  And  this  Conffitution  of  Go¬ 
vernment  is  better  accommodated  to  theNature  of  Man, 
who  being  endow’d  with  Reafon  and  Confcience,  Hope 
and  rear,  is  capable  of  a  moral  Law  diredling  his  Beha¬ 
viour  inO'oedience  toGod,andol  being  influenc’d  thereto 
by  Promifes  and  Threatnings.  But  chiefly  we  may  ob- 
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ferve,  that  in  this  Way  of  Government,  Gocl  has  laid  a 
Foundation  of  his  People’s  Dependance  on  him,  the  bet¬ 
ter  to  encourage  &  fecure  their  Obedience  to  him.  Had 
God  only  given  us  a  C  ommand,  without  giving  us  a 
Promife  to  build  our  [dope  upon,  we  fnould  have  had 
no  Ground  of  Dependance,  but  the  general  Perfections 
of  his  Nature,  which  are  fo  much  above  the  Reach  of  our 
Underftandings,  (hat  we  could  not  certainly  conclude 
from  thefe-ffione,  that  our  molt  difficult  Services  fhould 
meet  with  a  Reward,  to  compenfate  our  Pains.  Indeed 
his  Goodnefs  and  general] uitice  might  incline  us  to  hope 
for  a  Recompence  •,  but  when  we  confider  him  as  an  ab- 
folute  Sovereign,  who  may  do  what  he  will  with  his  own, 
we  could  have  no  certain  Perfuafion,  but  that  when  we 
had  ferved  his  Ends,  he  might  let  us  fink  into  our  origi¬ 
nal  Nothing  *,  ( tho  I  think  it  is  going  too  far,  to  fay, he 
might  make  us  miierable  out  of  his  nicer  Sovereignty  ; 
which  feems  abfolutely  repugnant  to  his  natural  Good¬ 
nefs)  fo  that  we  Ihould  have  had  but  little  Encourage¬ 
ment  without  a  Promife,  to  depend  on  him,  and  conic- 
quently  to  obey  him  :  and  fo  the  Band  of  Commerce 
between  God  and  his  reafonable  Creatures,  would  have 
been  very  weak  and  eafily  diffoluble.  But  his  Covenant 
with  us  affords  fare  Grounds  to  go  upon  both,  in  ourDe- 
pendance  on  him,  and  Obedience  to  him. 

What  has  been  now  faid  of  God’sGovernment  of  Man 
in  a  federal  Way,  is  applicable  to  every  Covenant  God 
hath  made  with  him,  not  only  to  the  Covenant  made 
withAdam  before  the  Fall,  (commonly  called  theCovenant 
of  IVorks)  wherein  his  Duty  was  enjoin’d  by  an  exprefs 
Command,  and  guarded  by  aThreatning  of  Death,  im¬ 
plying  a  Promife  of  Life  in  Cafe  of  Obedience  *,  but  alio 
to  the  Covenant  of  Grace  fince  the  Fall,  in  everyDifpen- 
fation  whereof  it  has  been  God’s  great  Defign  to  keep 
up  and  eftablifh  his  governing  Authority  over  Men,  to 
conduct  them  to  Happinefs,  in  a  Way  conducive  to  the 
Glory  of  his  Holinefs  and  Juftice,  as  the  Ruler  of  the 
World,  as  well  as  of  his  rich  Grace.  Wherefore  to  talk 
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of  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  wherein  all  is  fo  purely  of  Grace 
as  to  exclude  ail  Terms  of  Duty  requir’d  of  Man,  “  a  Co¬ 
venant  that  cannot  be  kept  by  Man, nor  broken  byMan  ” 
is  unicnptural  and  unreafonable,  and  repugnant  to  the 
Method  of  the  divine  Government  over  Men  ;  iTbeino- 
evident,  that  the  grand  Aim  of  the  Gofpel-Difpenfation 
(which  will  be  own’d  to  be  a  Difpenfation  of  the  pureft 
Grace;  is  to  magnify  the  holy  Law  of  God,  and  to  make 
it  honourable.  If  at.  42.  21.  Matth.  5.  i7.  Rom 

Bul  it  is  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  particularly,  that  I 

would  fpeak  a  few  Things,  which  are  neceffary  to  be  un- 

ei  mod,  for  the  better  clearing  up  curArgument  thence 
to  Infants  Title  to  Baptifm. 

1.  1  (hall  (hew  what  the  Covenant  of  Grace  is,  in  o-c- 
neral,  or  what  we  mean  by  it.  0 

The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  that  Difpenfation  of  the 
Glare  and  Government  of  God  to  fallen  JVlan  by  a  Te- 
deemer,  reveal’d  and  publifh’d  in  the  i'acred  Scriptures, 
wherein,  upon  the  Account  of  the  Satisfaction  &  Merit 
of  Chrilf,  God  freely  offers  &  promifes  to  us  Pardon  of 
Sin,  Grace,  and  eternal  Life, with  allThings  neceffary  and 
conducive  to  our  Happinefs  in  Soul  and  Body, requiring 
of  us  I  aith  in  Chriff,  Repentance,  Converfion,  and  new 
ODedicnoe  to  his  Goipel,as  the  Condition  and  IMeans  of 
our  Intereft  in,  and  l  ull  Pofleflion  of  thefe  gracious  Pro¬ 
miles.  Or  more  briefly  thus,  The  Covenant  of  Grace  is 
God’s  wffe  and  gracious  Method  of  dealing  with  apoftate 
Man,  in  Order  to  his  Recovery  to  his  loft  Holinefs  and 
Happinefs  by  a  Mediator,  wherein  he  promifes  to  be  a 
God  to  us  and  cur  Seed,  requiring  the  Dedication  of  our 
felves  to  him  by  Faith  in  his  Son  Jefus  Chrift,  to  be  to 
nhn  a  reople,and  to  walk  before  him  inNewnefs  of  Life  j 
offering  &  difpenfing  the  Grace  of  his  holy  Spirit  to  ena¬ 
ble  us  thereunto.  Which  I  find  agreable,  for  Subfiance, 
to  the  Conieffion  of  the  Affembly  oj  Divines ,  *  in  the  brief 
Defcription  they  give  of  this  Covenant,  in  thefe  Words, 

!£  1  he.1_.0rd  was  pleas  d  to  make  afecondCovenant,com- 

“  monly 
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“  monly  called  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  wherein  he  freely 
“  offereth  untoSinners  Life  &  Salvation  byJefusChnft  : 
“  requiring  of  themFaith  in  him, that  they  may  be  fayed, 
“  and  promifing  to  give  unto  all  thofe  that  are  ordained 
“  unto  Life,  his  holy  Spirit, to  make  them  willing  and 
“  able  to  believe.”  It  is  called  theCovenant  of  Grace, by 
Way  of  Eminence.  There  was  indeed  much  of  theGiace 
of  God  in  the  firft  Covenant  made  with  Adam  in  Inno¬ 
cence,  and  Wonderful  Condefcenfion  in  the  high  and  lofty 
One ,  to  (loop  down  from  the  Height  of  Majefty  to  tmat 
with  his  mean  Creature,  Man,  in  a  Covenant- Way,  to 
enter  into  Articles  with  the  Work  ol  his  own  Hands, to 
fecure  that  Duty  &  Homage  (and  to  render  it  more  agre- 
able  and  grateful  to  Man)  which  as  his  Creator  he  had 
an  originalRight  to.  But  in  the  fecondCovenant,theie  aie 
more  peculiar  and  admirableDifcoveries  of  divineGrace  ; 
it  is  of  Grace,  not  only  as  Grace  fi  gnifies  a  free  r*a\  our 
orVouchfafement,exclufive  of  all  Regard  to  Merit  in  the 
Creature ;  but  of  Grace,  as  it  fignifles  abfolutely  iree 
Bounty  and  Kindnefs,  in  Oppofition  to  a  contrary  Deme¬ 
rit  in  the  finful  Creature.  The  free  Grace  of  God  is  evi¬ 
dently  manifefted  in  the  whole  Conftitution  or  thisCove- 
nant.  So  the  Affemhly  of  Divines  declare  in  their  larger 
Catechifm.  “  The  Grace  of  God  is  manifefted  in  the  fe- 
<c  cond  Covenant,  in  that  he  freely  provideth  &  offereth 
t6  to  Sinners  a  Mediator,  and  Life  ano  Salvation  by  him  ; 
<c  and requiringFaith  as  theCondition  to  intereft  them  in 
him,  promifeth  and  giveth  his  holy  Spirit  to  all  his 
<c  Eledt,  to  work  in  them  that  Faith,  and  all  other  faving 
“  Graces.”  Agreably  hereunto  we  may  obferve, how  pe¬ 
culiarly  and  eminently  the  Grace  of  God  is  diicover  d  in 
this  Covenant,  chiefly  in  theie  Particulars. 

i.  The  mo  ft  fovereign  free  Grace  appears  in  the  very 
Foundation  of  this  gracious  Conftitution  •,  in  God  s  ap¬ 
pointing  his  own  Son  to  be  our  Mediator  and  Sacrifice  of 
Atonement  for  Sin,  which  is  the  Ground  of  that  Act  of 
Grace  which  he  has  publilh’d  in  the  new  Covenant, 
i  Joh  4.  10.  Herein  is  Love ,  not  that  we  loved  God ,  but 
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Zti  ?Ved  U!'  r,WKh  a  free  Love  of  Benevolence)  and 
Jenthu  Son  t°  be  the  Propitiation  for  our  Sins.  Rom.  8.  22. 

He  that  fpared  not  his  own  Son ,  but  delivered  him  up  for  us 
ai,  w  f  jail  he  not  with  him  alfo  freely  give  us  allThings  ? 
1  he  Gut  of  his  own  Son,for  the  Ends  mention’d,  is  fun- 
damental  to  all  theBleffings  of  theCovenant.  And  thisGiffc 
of  his  Son  being  an  Ad  of  the  pureft  free  Grace,  not 
only  wuhotit  Regard  to  any  Merit  in  us,  but  previous  to 
the  Confideration  of  the  Merit  of  Chrift  too, all  theGifts 
°r  n.Vt' 11 6  Mercy, founded  thereon  and  flowing  therefrom, 
muft  have  their  Rife  from  the  fame  free  Grace. 
Therefore, 

2.  It  is  m  an  i  ft  fled  in  the  Conditions  of  Pardon  and 
i-ife,  propounded  to  us  and  requir’d  of  us  in  this  Cove¬ 
nant.  Which  are,  not  any  Satisfadion  for  our  paft  Of¬ 
fences,  orperfed  Obedience  for  the  future  •,  both  which 
as  Sinners  we  are  uncapable  of  ;  butFaith  in  theMediator, 
with  its  necefiary  and  infeparable  Concomitants,  Repen¬ 
tance  and  newnefs  of  Life  ;  which  are  the  lowed  Terms 
of  our  being  reinftated  in  the  divineFavour,  which  a  wife 
and  holyGod  could  reafonably  be  fuppos’d  to  condefcend 
to,  confidently  with  .  the  Glory  of  his  own  Perfedions, 
and  which  are  in  their  own  Nature  requifite  and  condu¬ 
cive  to  our  Recovery  from  the  Maladies  and  Miferies  of 
our  fallen  State.  T  hefe  Terms  of  Pardon  and  Salvation 
God  has  mod  gracioufly  order’d  to  be  publifh’d  to  the 

World,  through  the  reconcilingSacrifice  of  theRedeemer. 

2  Cor.  5.  x  8,  1 9.  All  Things  are  of  God — who  was  inChrifi 
reconciling  the  World  unto  himfelf.  Mark  16.  1 5,  1 6.  Go 
ye  into  ah  the  World ,  and  preach  the  Gofpel  to  every  Crea- 
tu>  e  :  He  that  believeth  Cdis  baptized ft hall  be  faved.GxN.z^. 
46,47.  Thus  it  behovedChriii  to  fufferfS  to  rife  from  the 
Dead  the  third  Doy  ;  and  that  Repentance  &  Remiffibn  cf 

Sms  fhould  (thereupon)  be  preached  in  his  Name  among  all 
Nations. 

3*  1  he  Grace  of  this  Covenant  appears,  in  that  (tho’ 
the  holy  Law  of  God  ceales  not  to  require  the  molt  exad 
and  perfedObedience,yet)  it  delivereth  us  from  theCurfe, 

which 
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which  our  Failures  wou’d  conftantly  expofe  us  to,  and 
accepts  the  Truth  and  Sincerity  ot  our  Faith  and  other 
Graces,  and  of  our  holy  Obedience  fpringing  thence,  not- 
withftanding  the  manifold  Sins  &  Imperieii ions  attend¬ 
ing  them  ;  providing  Pardon  uponRepentance  thro  faith, 
in  the  Blood  of  Chnft, which  is  fecund  by  his  Interceffion 
in  Behalf  of  all  Believers.  Rom.  6.  14.  Sin  pall  net  have 
Dominion  over  you  ;  for  ye  are  not  under  theLawfut  under 
Grace .  Tho’Sih  remains  inBelievers, being  but  imperfect¬ 
ly  fandtified,  yet  through  the  Grace  of  the  new  Covenant 
they  are  delivered  from  its  condemning  Power.  For  there 
is  no  Condemnation  to  them  that  are  in  Chrift  Jefus  (Rom. 
8.  1 . )  Who  are  upright  in  their  Obedience  to  the  Goipel. 

1  Job.  1.  7.  If  we  walk  in  the  Lights  as  he  is  in  the  Lights 
we  have  Fellow (hip  one  with  another ,  and  theBlood  of  ‘jefus 
Chrifl  his  Son  cleanfeth  us  from  all  Sin .  Chap.  2.  1.  If  any 
Man  fin ,  we  have  an  Advocate  with  the  Father ,  Jefus 
Chrift  the  Righteous . 

4.  The  Grace  of  theCovenant  is  further  manifefted  in 
the  gracious  Promife  &  Gift  of  the  Spirit  through  Chrift 
for  Regeneration,  and  Sanctification,  and  lb  to  work  in 
us  the  Conditions  which  the  Covenant  requires,  in  Order 
to  our  being  interefted  in  theBenefit  of  it.  £2^.36.26,  27. 
Zech.  12.  10.  Which  Offer  of  Grace  lufficient, in  thePro- 
mifes,is  defign’d  as  a  Remedy  to  Man’s  Impotency,  and 
an  Encouragement  to  all,  iaa  Dependance  on  thatGrace 
to  work  out  their  Salvation,  Prov.  1.23.  Phil  2.  12,13. 
and  is  made  effectual  to  as  many  as  God  has  chofen.  To 
what  Purpofe  then  is  it,  for  Men  to  exclaim  againft  the 
Doctrine  of  a  conditional  Covenant,  as  if  it  were  preju¬ 
dicial  either  to  theFreenefs,  or  certain  Efficacy  of  divine 
Grace  ?  Since  it  is  of  infinite  Grace, that  fuchConditions 
of  Mercy  are  forChrift’sSake  propounded  to  undone  Sin¬ 
ners,  and  fince  it  is  by  the  Operations  of  divine  Grace 
that  they  are  enabled  to  perform  them  :  and  perform 
them  they  muff  in  their  own  Perfons,  or  otherwife  they 
can  expect  no  favingBenefit  of  theCovenant.  For  though 
it  is  from  the  Influence  of  the  divine  Spirit  by  theWord, 

that 


•  ■  '  "■*! 


2  04  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  IV, 

that  the  Sinner  is  enabled  to  repent  and  believe,  yet  the 
Spirit  does  not  perform  theft  Afts,  does  not  repent  and 
believe  in  him.  But  they  mull  be  theSinner’s  own  volun- 

ary,chofen  Acts, before  he  can  have  any  adtualfaving  In- 
tereft  in  the!  rivileges  of  theCovenant.  But  how  contrary 
to  this  is  Dr.  Gill  s  Notion, that  all  Men  that  ever  had  an 
lntereft  in  the  Covenant,  W  it  fo  early  as  fromEverlajlin?  ; 
and  that  the  Covenant  was  made  with  them  in  Chrift 
from  Ever  lading,  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  kept  by  Man ,  nor 
broken  by  Man  .?  All  which  rafh  &  dangerous  Afiertions, 
as  they  are  contrary  to  Scripture,  which  has  been  fhewed 

n  ,  yArC  °Sacory  t0  the  divine  Government  in  the 
vifible  Church,  the  Rule  or  Inftrument  whereof  is  God’s 

Covenant  with  his  People  ;  and  tend  to  ennervate  the 
Motives  to  Ooedience,  as  they  apparently  exclude  all 
Conditions  orl  erms  of  Duty  from  theCovenant  of  Grace. 
But  this  is  the  next  Thing  I  purpofe  to  prove. 

2.  T.  hat  the  Covenant  of  Grace  is  Conditional.  We 
have  feen  already  that  the  Freenefs  and  Efficacy  of  the 
Grace  of  God  is  not  at  all  diminifhed  by  our  affiertino- 
Conditions  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  but  very  well  com 
fius  with  them.  To  make  this  further  evident,  let  me 
premiie  a  few  1  hings.  i.  We  allert  no  fuch  Conditions 
of  the  Covenant,  as  have  any  Thing  of  Merit  in  them, 
whether  of  Congruity  or  Condignity,  as  the  popifh  Doc¬ 
tors  teacn  all  the  Promifes  and  Privileges  of  the  Cove¬ 
nant  being  owing  to  the  Merit  of  Chrift  alone.  2.  We 
aflert  no  fuch  Conditions  as  are  performed  by  our  own 
natural  Power,  without  the  Affiftance  of  fupernatural 
Grace,  3.  Us  granted,  there  neither  were,  nor  could 
be  any  fuch  Conditions  wrought  by  apoftate  Man,  as 
might  be  thought  to  move  God  to  enter  into  Covenant 
with  him,  in  Order  to  his  Reftoration  ;  the  making  a  le- 
cond  Covenant  with  Man  after  the  Violation  of  the  firft, 
could  be  owing  to  no  other  Motive,  than  the  pure  tree 
Grace  of  God  towards  Man,  for  the  Merits  fake  of  his 
Son  Jelus  Chrift.  4.  I  am  willing  alfo  to  grant,  that 
there  are  fome  Promifes  of  the  Covenant  that  have  no 

proper 
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proper  Conditions,  on  Man’s  Part,  annexed  to  them  ;  as 
the  Gift  of  Chriftand  of  the  Spirit, the  firftGrace  where- 
by  a  Sinner  is  enabled  to  repent  and  believe  in  him  ;  the 
Promife  of  God’s  giving  a  new  Heart ,  &c.  Ezek.  36.26. 
Of  God’s  putting  his  Laws  in  their  Minds ,  and  writing 
them  in  their  Hear  ts^  Jer.  3 1  •  33'  Tho  thele  feem  rather 
Predictions  of  whatGod  would  do  for  hisPeople  inafter- 
Times,  thanPromiles  directed  and  limited  to  any  certain 
SubjeCt;  yeti  willingly  admit  the  DiftinCtion  of  the 
Promifes  of  theCovenant,laid  down  by  fomeDivines,into 
Promifes  that  concern  the  Means ,  and  thofe  that  relate  to 
the  End .  Of  the  former  Sort  are  thofe  now  mentioned, 
of  the  Grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  enable  Sinners  to 
perform  the  Conditions,  Faith  and  Repentance, which  is 
abfolutely  promifed  and  given,  and  depends  not  on  fore¬ 
going  Conditions  in  a  finfiSl  Creature ;  yet  not  fo  abfo- 
iutely  as  to  exclude  all  preparatoryEndeavours  onMan’s 
Part,  in  the  diligent  Ufe  of  the  Means  of  Grace,  or  to 
countenance  any  in  their  Sloth  and  Negligence.  But 
the  Grace  of  God  in  Chrift  being  at  the  Bottom  of  the 
whole  TranfaCtion  o f  the  Covenant,  this  Grace  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  Jefus  Chrift,  and  difpens’d  according  to  his 
Wifdom  and  good  Pleafure  unto  Sinners,  in  the  Atten¬ 
dance  on  the  Means  he  hath  appointed.  Of  the  latter 
Sort,  are  all  the  Privileges  of  the  Covenant,  as  contradi- 
ftinguifhed  to  the  Duties  required  asMeans  of  theEnjoy- 
ment  of  them  thePromifes  of  Pardon,  Reconciliation  to 
God,  Juftification,  Adoption,  and  the  eternal  Inheritance. 
And  in  RefpeCt  of  thefe,  the  Covenant  is  ftriClly  and 
properly  Conditional,  as  appears  from  the  wholeCurrent 
of  Scripture  ;  wherein  there  is  a  conftant  Connection  of 
Precepts  and  Promifes,  of  Duties  and  Privileges.  This 
may  be  prov’d, 

1.  From  the  Nature  of  God’s  Covenant,  which  here-* 
in  agrees  with  the  general  Nature  of  every  proper  Cove¬ 
nant, wherein  there  are  mutual  Stipulations,  Confent  and 
Agreement  between  the  Parties  covenanting.  If  there 
were  no  Conditions  in  God’s  Covenant,  or  nothing  re¬ 
quir’d 
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cjuir  cl  on  IMtin  s  I  me,  it  would  ccufc  to  Imvc  the  proocr 
Nature  ol  a  Covenant.  A  Promife  it  might  be, but  not 
a  Covenant ;  for  neither  a  Promife, nor  a  Command,  do 
Amply  orprecifely  import  mutualStipulations  orEngage- 
ments  between  God  andMan  ;  but  both  thefe  connecfed 
in  a  conditional  P  orm,  are  requilite  Ingredients  in  every 
Covenant  of  God  with  Man;  that  is  to  fay,  BleiTirms 
promiled  on  God  s  Part,  upon  thePerformance  of  fome- 
thing  required  on  Man’s  Part,  which  being  agreed  on 
between  God  and  Man,  fuppofe  a  conditionaiCovenant. 
And  fuchCommands  as  make  up  theCondition  onMan’s 
Part,  there  are  in  every  Covenant  God  hath  made  with 
him  ;  not  only  in  the  Covenant  of  Works  before  the 
Fall,  but  in  theCovenant  of  Grace  made  with  fallenMan 
in  Chrift,  fomething  is  required  to  be  done  by  him  in 
Order  to  his  Intereft  in  the  Promifes  of  it,tho’  the  Com¬ 
mands  of  thefe  feveral  Covenants  are  of  a  different  Na¬ 
ture,  and  to  be  perform’d  from  different  Principles  and 
to  different  Ends. 

2.  It  there  were  no  Conditions  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace,  on  which  the  Rleffings  of  the  Covenant  are  fuf- 
pended,thenGod  only,one  of  theParties, would  be  bound, 
and  Man  the  other  Party  would  be  left  at  Liberty,  and 
under  no  Obligations  to  God  by  Covenant :  Which  is 
unreafonable  and  ablurd. 

3»  If  there  be  no  Conditions  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace,  then  the  Covenant  may  be  laid  to  be  made  with 
Man  without  any  Conlent  on  his  Part,  which  is  an  open 
Abfurdity.  If  it  be  faid,  Man  may  accept  and  conlent 
to  an  unconditional  Promife  and  Covenant  :  I  afk,  Is 
this  Confent  required  or  not  ?  If  it  be  not  required, Man 
is  not  bound  to  confent;  nay, if  it  be  neither  exprefly  nor 
implicitly  requir’d,  he  has  no  Warrant  to  accept  it,  or 
confent  to  it.  If  it  be  requir’d,  this  Confent  is  the  main 
Thing  requifite  in  the  Condition  of  the  Covenant  ;  yea, 
if  it  be  fincere,  it  virtually  comprehends  all  the  Condi¬ 
tions  required;  therefore  theCovenant  isConditional.But, 
4.  That  which  jnakes  it  evident  beyond  Contra¬ 
diction. 
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didion,  That  theCovenant  of  Grace  is  Conditional,  is, 
that  the  Covenant  and  having  Benefits  and  Privileges 
of  it  are  conftantly  in  Scripture  propounded  to  Sin¬ 
ners  on  certain  Conditions,  or  Terms  of  Duty,  to  be  by 
them  performed.  As,  If ai.  55.  3.  Incline  your  Ear, 
come  unto  me ,  Hear  :  (  there’s  the  Condition  in  thefe 
Exprefiiop^,  implying  Faith  and  Repentance,  where¬ 
upon  God  promifes )  and  your  Souls  Jhalllive  ;  and  I  will 
make  an  everlafting  Covenant  with  you,even  the  fureMercies 
cf  David.  I  might  fill  a  Volume  with  Quotations  from 
Scripture, that  run  in  this  conditional  Form.  I  fhall  only 
Inftance  in  fomeof  the  main  Privileges  of  theCovenant, 
and  drew  from  a  Text  or  two  of  Scripture,  that  they  are 
propounded  and  promifed  to  Sinners,  no  otherwife  than 
Conditionally  *,  and  the  Conditions  are  Repentance,  and 
Faith  in  Chrift.  E.G .  Pardon  of  Sin,  Ad. 3. 19.  Repent 
ye  and  be  converted ,t  hat  your  Sins  may  be  blotted  out .  Chap. 
16.  43.  Do  him  give  all  the  Prophets  witnefs ,  that  through 
his  Name ,  wbofoever  believeth  in  him  fhall  receive  Remijfion 
cf  Sins.  Juftification  is  conftantly  annexed  to  Faith  as 
the  Condition.  Rom.  4.  22,  23.  Now  it  was  not  written 
for  his  fake  alone ,  (viz.  Abraham’s)  that  it  was  imputed  un¬ 
to  him, but  for  us  alfo  \  to  whom  it  fhall  be  imputed, if  we  be¬ 
lieve  in  him  that  raifed  up  Jefus  our  Lord  from  the  Dead. 

Gal.  2.  16. - Even  we  have  believed  in  Jefus  Chrift , 

that  we  might  be  juflified  by  the  Faith  of  Chrift. - * 

Adoption,  2  Cor.  6.  17,  18.  Wherefore  come  out  from 
among  them,and  be  ye  feparate,  faith  the  Lord , — and  I  will 
receive  you  \  and  I  will  be  a  Father  unto  you,  and  ye  fhall 
be  my  Sons  and  Daughters.  Joh.1.12.  Ns  many  as  received 
him ,  to  them  gave  he  Power  to  become  the  Sons  of  God, even 
to  them  that  believe  on  his  Name .  And  the  Everlafting 
Inheritance,  Ad.  26.18.  Do  open  their  Eyes,to  turn  them 
fromDarknefs  to  Light — Dhat  they  may  receive  For givenefs  of 
Sins, & Inheritance  among  them  which  are  fanlfified  by  Faith. 
joh.  6.40.  Dhis  is  the  Will  of  him  that  fent  me,  that  every 
one  that  feeth  the  Son  and  believeth  on  him,  may  have  ever- 
lofting  Life .  All  thefe  are  confeftedly  the  Promifes  and 
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Privileges  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  are  annexed  to 
Repentance  &  Faith  in  Chrift,  as  Conditions  of  theParti- 
cipation  of  them.  If  a  Man  be  already  in  the  Covenant 
of  Grace,  and  inflated  in  a  Right  to  thefe  Privileges,  it 
is  doing  him  an  Injury  to  impofe  new  Terms.  But, 

5.  All  thefe  Promifes  and  Privileges  of  the  Covenant 
are  fufpended,  'till  Sinners  perform  thofe  Conditions  ; 
5tiil  they  repent  and  believe  inChrift.  OurSaviour  often 
declares,  Except  ye  repent ,  ye  jhall  perijh,  Luk.  13.  3,  5. 
And  except  a  Man  be  born  again f>e  cannot  fee  the  Kingdom 
cf  God,  Joh.  3.  3.  But  left  any  one  of  Dr.  Gill’s  Sen¬ 
timents  fhould  fay,  that  is  meant  of  the  Kingdom  of  God 
being  manifefted  to  them,  our  Saviour  adds,  ver.  5.  He 
cannot  enter  into  the  Kingdom  of  God.  And  if  withoutRe- 
generation  no  Man  can  enter  into  theKingdom  of  God, 
then  furely  not  into  Covenant  with  God  ;  for  the  King¬ 
dom  of  God, under  the  Gofpel-Difpenfation,  means  the 
fame  Thing  in  Effeft  with  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  which 
is  the  great  Inftrument  of  the  divine  Government  in  the 
Hand  of  Chrift.  Again  he  faith, /m  8.  He  that  believeth 
notjs  condemned  already .  And  >^.36.  He  that  believeth  not 
the  Son)  Jhall  not  fee  Life  ;  but  the  l¥ rath  of  God  abide th 
on  him .  Now,  if  that  may  be  called  a  Condition, thePer- 
formance  whereof  is  required  to  the  obtaining  a  Benefit, 
the  Beftowment  of  which  Benefit  is  fufpended  ’till  it  be 
performed,  then  furely  no  Words  can  more  plainly  ex- 
prefs  the  Conditionality  of  the  Covenant,  than  thofe  here 
cited  ;  fince  thefe  Covenant- Privileges  and  Benefits  are 
promifed  only  to  believing  repenting  Sinners  j  and  all 
others  are  in  exprefs  Terms  excluded. 

6.  The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  often  fpoken  of  inScrip- 
ture  under  the  Refemblance  of  a  Marriage-Covenant. 
The  Similitude  is  fo  frequent  and  familiar  in  Scripture, 
that  to  refer  to  particular  Texts  is  needlefs :  And  every 
one  knows,  that  the  mutual  Confent  and  Engagement 
of  the  refpedtive  Parties  to  each  other,  is  requiiite  to  the 
Validity  of  fuch  a  Covenant  j  and  this  mutual  Confent 
is  the  mainThing  in  which  the  Refemblance  betwixt  this. 
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and  the  Covenant  of  G:  a  'e,  is  to  be  underflood.  There 
is  the  Promife  on  God’s  Part,  and  Acceptance  &  Confene 
on  Man’s,  to  hisTerms  *,  which  anfwers  aMarnage-Con- 
tract.  Can  a  Soul  be  efpoufed  toChrift  without  its  own 
Conlent  ?  Tho’  it  is  by  his  Grace  this  Confent  is  gain’d  ^ 
neverthelefs  it  muft  be  the  Man’s  own  AdK  in  coming 
intcCovenant,  eile  there  is  no  fpiritualMarriage.  Which 
plainIy-4emonftrates  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  be  Con¬ 
ditional  :  And  fuch  Conditions  are  often  prefcribcd  as  are 
proper  to  a  Marriage-Covenant, as  Hof. 3. 3. Thou  fhalt  not 
be  for  another  Man  fo  will  I  alfo  be  for  /#<?£.  Pfa.  45. 10,1 1. 

7.  Gofpel-Minifters  are  appointed  by  God  to  offer 
Chrift  and  his  Benefits  unto  all,  according  to  the  Tenor 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  For  they  are  Minijlers  of  the 
New -T eft  ament ,  2  Cor.  3.  6.  appointed  Preachers  of  the 
New-Covenant  *  this  mull  be  their  Rule  and  Guide  in 
all  their  Preaching  :  Hence  they  muft  take  all  theirMea- 
fures,&  receive  all  their  Inftrudtions.  Mow  Minifters  are 
warranted  by  their  Commiffion,to  offer  Chrift,  and  Life, 
and  Salvation  by  him  to  all  their  Hearers,  either  abfo- 
Jutely,  or  conditionally.  If  abfolutely,then  all  that  hear 
them  without  DiftinCtion,  whedier  they  confent  to  the 
Gofpel-Rule  or  no  j  whether  they  will  take  Chrift’sYoke 
upon  them  or  no  ;  whether  penitent  or  perfifting.  Sin¬ 
ners  may  claim  an  Intereft  in  him,  and  in  all  the  Benefits 
of  Salvation  as  an  abfolute  free  Gift  ;  becaufe  it  is  fup- 
pofed,  there  are  no  'Perms  or  Provifo’s  in  this  O  ffer, 
whereby  any  one  is  excluded.  But  if  this  be  accounted 
abfurd,  as  indeed  it  is,  and  contrary  to  theirCom million 
which  direfts  &  impowers  them  to  make  this  Offer  only 
Conditionally,  Mar.  15.  16. — Preach  the  Gofpel  to  every 
Crea'ure  \  he  that  beliveth  and  is  baptized, Jhall  be  faved  : 
He  that  believeth  not Jhall  be  damned  : — 'Then.  the  Cove¬ 
nant  which  they  preach,  muft  be  Conditional. 

8.  If  there  be  no  Conditions  in  theCovenant  of  Grace, 
then  Minifters  and  Churches  have  no  certain  Rule  to 
proceed  by,  in  admitting  Perfons  into  Church-Commu- 
iiion.  The  Church  of  God  is  founded  on  theCovenant 

^  and 
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and  being  a  Society  confederated  in  the  Bonds  of  the 

Covenant,  they  can  have  no  other  Guide  in  this  Matter 
than  a  Perion’s  Intereft  in  the  Covenant,  fo  far  as  it  can 
be  made  vifible  and  evident  to  Men.  But  if  there  be  no 
Conditions  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  they  have  no 
M  airant  to  debar  any  Perfon,  of  what  Character  foever 
becaufe  he  is  not  debar'd  by  any  Conditions  or  Terms 


prefcribed. 


9  If  there  he  no  Conditions  in  theCovenant  of  Grace, 

than  thole  that  profefs  Covenant-Relation  to,  or  Intereft 
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God,  than  they  were  before  fuchProfeffion  :  Then  their 
Sms  againft  God  are  no  more  aggravated,  than  the  Sins 
ot  cineis  that  make  no  fuch fProfefiion  becauie,  5tis 
fuppos  d,  they  are  under  no  more  i  les  &  Engagements 
to  their  Duty,  oy  any  Conditions  of  the  Covenant,  than 
others.  Which  is  contrary  to  found  Reafon  &Scripture. 
Therefore  the  Covenant  muft  have  Conditions  annexed 
to  it.  I  might  multiply  the  abfurd  Confequences  of  the 
contrary  Opinion  :  but  theReafons  I  have  produc’d  are 
lufficient,  plainly  to  demonftate  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
to  be  conditional.  1  is  therefore  idle  and  erroneous,  to 
talk  as  Dr.  Gill  does,  of  Men’s  being  in  the  Covenant, or 
cf  the  Covenant  of  Grace  being  made  with  them  inChrift 
theirHead,from  Everlafting ;  or  of  a  Covenant  that  can¬ 
not  be  kept  by  Man,  &c.  Which  iuppoies  noConditi- 
ons  at  ali  impos’d  or  requir’d  of  Men  in  order  to  a  Co- 
venant-Intereft. 

I  fir  all  only  further  obferve.  That  the  main  Reafon 
for  which  feme  have  entertained  the  Notion  of  theCove¬ 
nant  being  abfolute  without  Conditions,  is  their  obferv- 
ing  that  there  are  Promifes  of  thisCovenant  inScripture, 
that  have  no  Conditions  annexed  to  them  ;  particularly 
thePromifesGod  makes  of  the  Nevv-Covenant  in  that  re¬ 
markable  Prophecy,  Jer.  31.  31,— 34.  quoted  at  large 
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by  theApoftie,  as  fulfilled  in  theMew-TeftamentChurch, 
Heb.  8.  12. —  This  is  theCovenant  that  I  will  'make  with 
the  Hsufe  of  Ifrael,  after  tbofe  Days,  faith  the  Lord  :  I 
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will  put  my  Laws  into  their  Mind ,  &c.  Wherein,  ’tis 
obfervable,  there  are  only  Promifes  of  Grace  contained. 
To  this  let  me  anfwer, 

1.  To  all  that  have  read  the  Scriptures,  it  is  apparent, 
that  it  was  not  the  Delign  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  any  one 
Text  or  Paffage  of  Scripture,  to  give  us  a  compleat 
Draught  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  as  to  theMatter  and 
Form,  and  all  the  Requifites  ol  it.  But  thefe  are  to  be 
collected  from  various  Paffages  interfpers’d  thro’out  the 
whole  Scripture  :  And  if  Promifes  only  are  to  be  found 
in  the  forementioned  PaiTage,  ’tis  fufficient,  thattheCon- 
ditions  are  eliewhere  in  Scripture  exprefly  and  plainly 
prefcrib’d. 

2.  If  the  Conditions  be  not  expreffed  in  the  Paffage 
cited,  they  are  plainly  underftood  in  the  confederate  Sub¬ 
ject,  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael ,  who  were  already  in  Covenant. 
And  this  Denomination  of  the  Subject  being  applied  by 
the  Apoftle  to  the  Chriftian  Church,  or  Believers  under 
the  Gofpel,they  were  fuch  as  had  actually  complied  with 
the  Conditions  of  the  Covenant.  And  ’tis  granted, chat 
the  Conditions, being  performed,  the  Promifes  become 
abfolute,and  are  no  longer  fufpended. 

3.  Even  in  abfolute  Promifes  there  is  fome  Condition 


implicitly  required,  in  Order  to  aParticipation  oi  them  : 
If  an  abfolutely  free  Gift  be  tendered  me  in  a  Promife, 
’tis  underftood,  that  I  fhould  confent  to  accept  it,  other- 
wife  I  can’t  reafonably  expert  thePoffeftion  of  it  *,  or  any 
Benefit  by  it  :  So  thole  Promifes  that  feem  to  run  in  an 
unconditional  Strain,  do  yet  imply  this  reafonable  Con¬ 
dition,  that  we  confent  to  them, accept  them, plead  them, 
and  improve  them  as  Grounds  of  Dependance  and  En¬ 
couragements  to  Obedience,  and  if  this  Confent  be  cor¬ 
dial  andfincere,  it  virtually  comprizes(as  was  faid)all  the 
Conditions  ot  the  Covenant  of  Grace. 

4.  The  Promifes  in  the  Paffage  cited,  do  very  clearly 
hold  forthConditions  on  our  Parc.  The  firft  of  tholePro- 
mifes,  I  will  pm  my  Laws  in  their  Minds ,  and  write  them 
in  their  Hearts ,  implies  Matter  of  Duty  imcumbeat  cn 
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us  in  Obedience  to  theLaw  of  theNew-Covcnant  ;  Faith, 
Repentance,  even  all  the  Conditions  of  the  Covenant  j 
and  God’s  Promife  of.  Grace  to  direct  and  incline  our 
^  I '-aits  to  thole  Duties,  which  is  meant  by  his  writing 
his  Laws  in  them,  does  not  take  away  our  Obligation  to 
them,  or  make  them  ceafe  to  have  a  conditional  Refpeft 
in  the  Covenant  5  but  rather  confirms  &  eftablifhes  both 
the  one  and  the  other.  And  that  comprehenfivePromife, 
I  will  be,  to  them  a  God ,  and  they  Jhall  be  to  me  a  People , 
makes  both  God’s  Part  and  ours  in  the  Covenant, which 
is  its  conftant  Tenor  throughout  the  Scriptures  ;  and  all 
tnat  can  be  infered  hence,  is,  d  hat  God  has  promifed 
Grace  to  enable  us  to  perform  the  Conditions,  (  which  is 
readily  granted)  but  nothing  can  be  concluded  hence,  a- 
gainft  the  Conditionality  of  the  Covenant  it  felf. 

3  The  Covenant  of  Grace  has  been  always  one  and 

the  fame  in  its  efiential  Conftitution  &  Tenor,  under  va¬ 
rious  outward  Forms  of  Adminiftration,  both  under  the 
Old  and  New-Teftament. 

Firfl,  TheCovenant  ofGrace  has  pafs’d  undervarious 
Forms  of  Adminiftration, before  &  fince  Chrift’sCcming  ; 
it  has  been  diverfly  adminiftred  in  thefeveral  remarkable 
Periods  under  the  Old-Teftament.  (1.)  In  the  Period 
from  Adam  to  Abraham  (not  to  take  Notice  of  the  lefier 
Difference  of  Adminiftration  in  the  Period  (lOmNcah  to 


Abraham)  it  was  aciminifter’d  by  Promifes,  Sacrifices, and 
Types.  It  was  fummarily  promulgated  in  the  Promife 
of  the  Seed  of  theWi 'man.  Gen.  3.  15.  It  was  typically  ra¬ 
tified  by  Sacrifices:  By  Faith  (faith  the  Apoille)  Abel 
offer'd  Sacrifice  acceptable  to  God,  whofe  Faith  and  the 
Acceptance  of  his  Sacrifice,  necefiarily  fuppofes  a  divine 
Sacrifice.  Abel  brought  anOftering  of  the  Fir (l limes.  Gen. 
4.  4.  And  wkhRefpedt  hereunto,  it  is  probable,  Chrift  is 
call'd  the  Lamb  fiain  from  theFoundation  or  theWorld. 
(2.)  In  the  Period  from  A^rabam^ to  Mofes ,  there  was  a 
new  Adminiftration  of  the  Covenant  appointed.  When 
Mankind  after  cheFlood  had  degenerated  intolsnorance. 
Impiety,  and  idolatry^  God  called  Abraham  into  ipecial 
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Covenant,  promifcd  him  a  Seed,  and  particularly  that 
the  MeJJias  fhould  be  of  his  Seed, in  whom  all  theNations 
of  the  Earth  fhould  be  bleffed  •,  and  that  theLine  of  the 
vifibleChurch  fhould  be  continued, ScthetrueReligion  fet¬ 
tled  among  his  Race  &  Pofterity  for  many  Generations, 
till  the  bleffed  Seed  fhould  come  ;  and  ordained  Circum- 
cifion  to  be  a  Token  and  Seal  of  that  Covenant. '  And 
this  may  be  a  Reafon  why  God  now  firft  appointed  an 
initiating  Seal  to  hisCovenant,  in  Circumcifion  ;  becaufe 
theChurch  of  God,  and  the  true  Religion,  had  been  be¬ 
fore  kept  up  in  pious  Families,  interfpers’d  among  the 
Reft  of  the  World,  without  any  vifible  Diftindtion  •,  And 
becaufe  the  Promife  of  the  Meffias,  the  Seed  of  the  Wo¬ 
man,  was  before  left  at  large  among  the  whole  Race  of 
Adam.  But  now  it  pleafedGod  to  confine  it  to  the  Seed  of 
Abraham ;  therefore  Circumcifion  was  appointed  to  be  a 
difcriminatingBadge  of  the  chofen  Seed  from  the  Reft  of 
the  Nations,  till  the  coming  of  the  Meffias,  the  promifcd 
Seed.  And  not  only  to  point  out,  and  afcertain  the  Line 
of  the  MeJJias  (for  when  this  Line  was  again  limited  to 
the  Tribe  of  Judah,  &  afterward  to  the  Family  of  David , 
yet  the  other  Tribes  &  Families  continu’d  theObfer vance 
of  Circumcifion, according  to  theprimitivelnftitution)  but 
to  diftinguifh  the  Covenant-People  of  God,  not  only  of 
Abraham' s  natural  Seed,  but  of  the  Strangers  that  fhould 
join  themfelves  to  them  in  Abraham's,  Covenant  ;  and  to 
be  the  Means  of  propagating  the  true  Religion  to  their 
Children  and  Pofterity.  (3.)  In  the  Period  from  Mofes 
to  Chrift  there  was  a  different Adminiftration.  When  the 
Seed  of  Abraham  and  Ifrael  was  become  a  Nation,  they 
were  brought  out  of  Egypt  under  the  Conduit  of  Mofes, 
by  whofe  Miniftry  they  receiv’d  the  Law  from  God  at 
Mount  Sinai,  in  the  Nature  of  a  Covenant,  w'herehy  they 
were  embodied  into  a  Common  Wealth  :  God  himfelf 
became  their  King  by  their  own  Confent,  who  gave  them 
Laws  and  Ordinances  for  the  Government  of  their  civil 
State,  as  well  as  facred  In'ftitutions  for  the  iegulatin<* 
their  ecclef .  Leal  Affairs  •,  a  new  Miniftry  &  Prtefthood 
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was  eftablifh’d,  and  a  Variety  of  Sacrifices,  Feftivals,  and 
other  Rites  inftituted,  which  were  defign’d  as  Preficrura- 
tions  of  Chrift,  and  the  Gofpel-Benefits  of  Redemption  •, 
and  Prophets  railed  up  &  fent  them  from  Time  toTime’ 
to  declare  God  s  Will  to  them,  and  to  give  them  fuller 
and  clearer  Predictions  of  the  Meffias,  his  Perfon,  Offices, 
and  Benefits.  And  under  this  Adminiftration  the  Church 
ot  die  old  i  ekament  continued  till  theComing  of  Chrift. 
(4.)  In  the  New-  Feftament  Period,  after  the  Coming  of 
Chnft,  and  his  having  fulfilled  the  Ordinances  andTypes 
o;  the  Old-Teftament,  and  abolifh’d  them,  he  inftituted 
a  new  Adminiftration  ot  the  Covenant,  far  more  excel¬ 
lent.  &  glorious  than  the  former  ;  and  having  compleated 
Atonement  for  Sin  by  his  own  Blood,which  ail  theBlood 
fhed  from  the  Beginning  of  the  World  could  not  do  ; 
after  his  Refuire&ion  from  the  Dead,  he  inftituted  a 
Gofpei-Miniftry,to  preach  theDoctrine  of  theNew-Cove- 
nant,^and  to  adminifter  the  Seals  of  it,  Baptifm  and  the 
Lord’s- Supper,  as  the  outward  Means  of  the  Difpenfation 
and  Application  of  the  Covenant  to  the  Souls  of  Men. 
But  now. 

Secondly ,  The  Covenant  of  Grace  is  one  &  the  fame 
for  Subftance,  under  all  thefe  divers  Forms  of  Admini- 
ftration  ;  therefore  it  is  called  in  Scripture  the  Everlafting 
Covenant.  If  at.  55.3.  Heb.  13.  20.  For  though  theMan- 
ner  of  Adminiftration,  which  depends  on  the  fupream 
Will  and  Wifdom  of  the  Legiflator,  hath  been  changed, 
yet  theCovenant  it  felf,  in  its  effentialConftitution,  hath 
the  fame  immutable  &  perpetualTenor  :  therefore  it  may 
be  on  good  Grounds  aflerted,  that  God’s  Covenant  with 
his  People  under  the  Old- 1  eftament,in  thofe  feveral  Pe¬ 
riod;,  was  the  fame  for  Subftance  with  that  which  is 
made  wirh  New-Teftament  Believers.  Which  may  be 
thus  proved. — • 

1 .  1  he  Mediator  of  the  Covenant  is  the  fame  :  Jefus 
Chrift  the  fameTefirda),  toDay^and  for  Evtr.  Heb.  13.  8. 
Chrift’ s  Mediation  ever  was  the  foie  Ground  of  the  Co¬ 
venant,  and  the  faving  Benefits  of  it  difpen.s’d  to  finful 
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Men  from  theBeginning.  Vie  was  the  Lamb  Jlain  from  the 
Foundation  of  the  World.  And  theApoftle  Peter  referring 
to  theFathers  of  the  Qld-Teftament,  faith.  Ad.  15.  11. 
We  believe  that  through  the  Grace  of  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift 
we  fid  all  be  faved^even  as  they.  "I  he  Saints  therefore  of  de 
Old-Teftament  were  faved,  no  otherwile  than  through 
the  Grace  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift. 

2.  The  Matter  of  the  Covenant  is  the  fame  :  I  will 
be  your  God ,  and  the  God  of  your  Seed ,  and  ye  jkail  be  my 
WPtepte.  This  is  the  Sum  of  the  Covenant,  and  has  been 
the  invariable  Tenor  of  it,  under  every  Difpemation. 
Hence  the  Promife  made  by  God  to  confederate  Ifrael, 
Lev.  26.  11,  12.  I  will  fet  my  Tabernacle  among  ft  youy — - 
and  I  will  walk  among  you ,  and  will  be  your  God ,  and  ye 
pall  be  my  People  ;  is  quoted  by  the  Apoftle,  and  applied 
to  the  Chriftian  Church,  2  Cor.  6.  16. — Ye  are  theTem- 
pie  of  the  living  Gody  asGod  hath  faid ,/  will  dwell  in  them , 
and  walk  in  them  \  and  I  will  be  their  Gody  and  they  pall 
be  my  People.  As  this  Promife  was  made  to  the  whole 
People  of  Ifraely  including  their  Seed  undeniably,  fo  it  is 
made  to  the  whole  Chriftian  Church,  the  Gofpel-Ifrael, 
including  theirSeed  alfo.  And  it  is  apparent,  beyondCon- 
tradidlion,thatChildren  have  been  taken  in  with  their  Pa¬ 
rents,  into  every  Covenant  God  has  made  with  Man, and 
under  every  Difpenfation  of  it.  Not  to  fpeak  of  the  Co¬ 
venant  made  with  Adaniy  and  all  his  Children  and  Pofte- 
rity  in  his  Loins,  which  accounts  for  the  Imputation  of 
his  Sin,  and  the  penal  Effects  of  it,  to  his  Pofterity  :  I 
fhall  only  obferve,  thattho*  the  Covenant  of  Grace  was 
never  made  with  any  meer  Man,  as  a  common  Head  fas 
the  firft  Covenant  was  made  with  Adam )  fo  as  that  the 
Remedy  fhould  be  as  univerfaily  extenfive  as  theMalady, 
yet  God  has  appointed  this  fecond  Covenant  to  run  in 
the  fame  Tenor  all  along,  to  believing  godlyParents  and 
their  Seed  ;  as  might  be  made  manifeft  by  a  particular 
Induction  of  the  feveral  Editions  and  Difpenfations  of  it. 
Thus, in  the  firftEdition  of  it, immediately  after  theFall 
God’s  Promife  of  putting  Enmity  between  the  Seed  of  the. 
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Woman  and  that  of  the  Serpent,  and  that  the  Woman’s 
Seed  fhculd  bruife  the  Serpent's  Head,  Gen. 3 . 1 5.  The  Seed 
cj  the  Woman  (as  alfo  the  Seed  of  Abraham)  intends  not 
oniy  that  eminent  and  bleffed  Seed,  Chrift,  but  being  a 

C°  n?iT  lerm’  il  tends  a  Chunk-Seed,  as  diftin- 
euifh  d  from  the  ungodly  World.  And  not  only  theA- 

dulr,  but  die  Inlant-Seed  is  underflood  by  the  Seed  oft  he 
f  t  oman  ;  as  upon  the  Birth  of  Seth,  Eve  faid,  God  hath 
appointed  me  another  Seed  inftead  of  Abel,  Gen.  4  2d 
in  the  Covenant  with  Noah,  the  iecondFather  of  the  hu¬ 
man  Race.  Gen.  9.  8,9.  Gcd fpake  unto  Noah  and hisScns 
wi  h  him,  faying.  And  I,behold,I  eftaklifb  myCovenant  with 
you,  and  your  Seed  after  you.  In  the  Covenant  with  Abro- 

hrril  exP *7- 7*  In  the  Covenant  the 
whole  Houfe  of  Ifrael  from  Mount  Sinai.  As  Mofes  de¬ 
clares  to  them  forty  Years  after,  Deut.  5.  2,3.  The  Lord 
cur  Gcd  made  a  Covenant  with  us  in  Horeb  ;  the  Lord  made 
not  thisCovenant with  wrAcz/>£w,(i.e.not  with  them  only) 
Rut  wit.o  us,  even  with  us,zvho  are  all  of  Us  alive  here  this 
Day.  Moft  of  whom  then  living,  were  at  the  giving  of 
the  Law  from  Mount  Sinai  Children  and  Infants,  or  un¬ 
born,  yet  the  Covenant  was  made  with  them  as  repre- 
fented  by  their  Parents.  And  in  the  folemn  Renewal  of 
this  Covenant  afterwards,  their  little  Ones  are  exprefly 
comprehended  among  thofe  that  entred  intoCovenant  with 
the  Lctd  tleir  God ,  Deut.  29.1 1,12.  And  it  is  moreover 
obfervable,  that  the  Apoflle  Paul,  in  Rom.  10.  6,  7,  8. 
quotes  a  Paffage  from  the  following  Chapter,  Deut.  30. 
(in  which  Mofes  continues  his  Difcourie  of  God’s  Cove¬ 
nant  with  Ifrael,  in  which  their  little  Ones  were  included) 

toilluflrate  theNature  of  the  evangelicalCovenant  :  And 
thereupon  adds,  Rom.  10.  8.  This  is  the  Word  of  Faith 
which  we  preach.  W  hence  it  may  plainly  be  demonflra- 
ted,  that  the  Covenant  under  both  Adminillrations  is 
dlentially  the  fame,  particularly  in  Refpeft  of  it’s  Extent 
to  the  Infant  Children  of  the  confederatePeople.  Which 
is  alio  evident  from  the  A  po  ft  1  e  Pc/  rr ’s  W  o  rd  s ,  A  <ft .  2 . 3  9 . 
The  Promife  is  unto  you  and  to  your  Children  ;  As  1  fhall 
ihew  more  fully  under  a  following  Head.  3. 
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3.  The  Conditions  of  the  Covenant  are  the  fame  in 
general  ;  the  fame  Faith  and  Obedience, which4God  ever 
required  of  his  Covenant- People  -,  Faith, as  the  primary 
Condition  of  the  Covenant-,  Obedience,  as  a  confequent 
Condition.  Tho  Faith  in  Chrift  was  more  implicited  re¬ 
quired  under  the  Old  Teftament,  and  more  exprefly  un¬ 
der  the  New,  when  the  promifed  Seed  was  exhibited  : 
Yet  God’s  Promife  to  his  People  of  Old,  did  implicitly 
require  Faith,  which  was  the  Root  of  all  theirObedience 
to  htrCommands.  Flence  theApoftle  brings  inthemoft 
eminent  Saints  of  the  01d-Teftament,into  the  Catalogue 
of  Believers,  Heb.  11.  and  attributes  their  Angular  and 
heroick  Adts  of  Piety  to  their  Faith,  as  the  Evidences 
and  Demonftrations  of  it  4  and  he  elfewhere  plainly  in¬ 
timates,  that  the  Old-Teftament  Saints  and  New-Tefta- 
ment  Believers,  have  the  fame  Spirit  cf  Faith ,  2Cor-4. 13. 

4.  The  Sacraments  under  both  Teftaments,tho’  con¬ 
fiding  of  different  Rites,  had  the  fame  fpiritual  Ufe  and 
Signification.  Circumciffon  and  Baptifm,  the  initiating 
Sacraments,  reprefented  and  Agnified  the  fame  fpiritual 
Myftery,  as  they  were  both  the  Signs  and  Seals  of  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  Rem. 4.1 1.  Alar.  16.  16.  They  both 
figniried  Regeneration,  the  Mortification  of  Sin,  or  the 
putting  off  the  Body  of  the  Sins  cf  the  Flefh,  Col.  2.11,12. 
The  Paichal  Lamb  reprefented  and  prefigured  Chrift’s 
Sacrifice  -,  and  the  Pafchal  Feaft,  the  holy  Supper  which 
is  our  Feaft  on  the  Memorials  of  the  gteatSacnfice.  iCor. 

5.  7,8.  They  of  old  had  AgnificantTypes,  which  had  the 
general  Nature  of  Sacraments  (tho’  extraordinary)  repre- 
fenting  the  fameThing  with  our  Sacraments.  They  were 
all  baptized  untoMofes  in  the  Cloud,and  in  the  Sea  (faith  the 
Apoftle)  and  did  all  eat  the  fame  fpiritual  Meat ,  and  did  all 
drink  the  fpiritual  Drink,  (for  they  drank  of  the  Rock 
that  followed  them, and  that  Rock  was  Chrijl  )  1  Cor.  1  o. 
2,3,4.  Our  Sacraments  differ  from  their’s  in  Point  of 
Clearnefs  and  Efficacy,  and  eafinefs  of  Obfervance  4  but 
they  jaad  the  fame  fpiritual  Intent  and  Meaning,the  fame 
Place  and  Ufe  with  ours,  with  Refpeft  to  the  Covenant. 
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And  therefore  I  need  infill  on  nothing  more,  to  fhew  that 
the  cwenant  of  Grace  was  fubftantially  the  fame  to  them 

on  fl  p‘n  hat  Wh'^h  h3S  S‘ven  0ccaflon  to  fome,  to  take 
;  P  ,d  r°Pinion»  tliat  they  were  two  different  Covenants 
is  the  Oppofition  which  theApoftle  Paul  makes  between 
the  Law  and  Faith,  and  between  Works  and  Grace .  vet 
however  that  Oppofition  be  underftood,  which  it  is  not 

fiUrAefS  t0  CXamine  W  difPUte’  1  think 

are  irre,  ragable  Arguments  to  prove,  that  the  Covenant 
with  i/W  at  Mount  Sinai  was  the  Covenant  of  Grace  in 
Chrift,  typically  adminiftred  ;  tho’  there  was  a  Reprefen- 
a  ion  of  the  rigorous  Exaction  of  theCovenant  ofWorks 
for  evangelical  Purpofes :  And  tho’  the  Laws  given  to 
Jfraef  as  a  Common-Wealth  or  Politick  Body,  called  the 
J  udicial  Laws,  were  interwoven  in  that  Difpenfation,and 
enforc  d  with  temporal  Promifes  &  Threats ;  yet  taking 
it  in  its  complexNature,  as  aCovenant  tranfacted  between 
God  and  Ifrael,  it  feems  evident  that  it  was  in  its  main 
intention  a  Covenant  of  Grace  :  For  that  Obfervation  of 
a  judicious  Divine  is  not  to  be  contefted  ;  That  God  did 
not  Jince  the  Fall  of  Man  ever  tranfabl  with  him  in  any  other 
Covenant  but  that  of  Grace.  And  the  very  Preface  to  the 
ten  Commandments  fpeaks  the  Languagfe  of  the  Cove- 
nant  of  Grace,  in  God’s  revealing  and  exhibiting  himfelf 
to  Ifrael  as  the  Lord  their  God,  Exod.  20.  2.  Can  God 
be  the  God  of  any  of  the  lapfed  Race  of  Adam  (as  it  im¬ 
plies  peculiar  Favours  from  him,  as  a  divine  and  all-fuffi- 
cient  Benefa&or)  otherwife  than  in  a  Covenant  of  Grace 
tmo  a  Mediator  ?  And  all  the  Sacrifices  and  Rites  of 

r  C-  Feiem°n'a^  kjaw  were  defigned  to  aflifi:  &  direfft  their 
raith  to  the  great  Sacrifice  of  Atonement,  in  which  the 
Covenant  hath  its compleat  &  efte&ualRatification.  But, 

4.  TheCovenant  made  vekhAbraham, in  particular, was 
the  Covenant  of  Grace,  the  fame  for  Subftance  which  is 
made  with  all  the  Faithful  under  theNew  Teftament, who 
are  the  Chriftian  Seed  of  Abraham.  I  fay,  the  fame  for 
Subftance ,  in  Contradiftinftion  from  the  Mode  of  Admi- 
niftration,and  fomeCircumftances  &  Peculiarities  annex’d 
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to  it,  wherein,  Vis  acknowleged,  there  Difference. 
But  the  Covenant  made  with  him,  in  the  fubliantial  le- 
nor  of  it,  is  one  and  the  fame  under  the  Chriflian  Lhipen- 
fation.  This,  Dr.  Gill ,  to  falve  his  Hypothehs,  ftrongly 
denies.  I  fhall  therefore  lay  down  the  Proofs  of  it  ;  and 
afterwards  examine  his  Objections.  If  fufficient  kvi- 
dence  has  been  given  of  the  foregoing  Propohtion,  that 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  is  eflentially  one  and  the  fame, 
under  both  Adminiftrations,  as  I  trull,  there  has  been; 
Tlhis^  may  go  a  great  Way  to  the  Proof  or  tne  present 
Point.  For  this  is  the  only  Covenant  in  which  Abraham 
walked  with  God, and  trufted  for  Salvation.  But  if  this 
Covenant  which  God  made  with  him,  was  not  a  Covenant 
of  Grace,  but  rather  of  Works,  as  Dr.GV//  imagines,  then 
Abraham  muff  be  faved  by  a  Covenant  of  Woiks,  and 
not  by  Faith  in  a  Mediator ;  which  is  contrary  to  Scrip¬ 
ture,  which  tells  us,  that  by  the  Works  of  theLaw  no  Flejh 
can  be juftified ,  Rom.  3.  20.  And  particularly  of  Abr a- 
ham ,  that  he  was  juftified  by  Faith  ;  as  all  his  believing 
Seed  are  under  (he  Goipel  ;  that  he  believed  God^  and  it 
was  accounted  to  him  for  Righteoufnefs ,  Rom.  4*  3» 

But  let  me  here  briefly  add  fome  further  Rtafons  andAr- 
guments  from  Scripture,  that  do  evidently  demonftrate 
the  Covenant  with  Abraham  to  be  theCovenant  of  Grace, 
of  pure  Grace  (which  Dr.  Gill  denies,)  the  fame  which  is 
in  Force  to  all  Believers  under  the  Gofpel. 

Fir  ft ,  This  is  evident  from  the  Nature  and  Tenor  of  • 
God’s  Covenant  with  Abraham*, and  the  Promifes  made  to 
him,  particularly, Gen.  17.  7.  I  will  efiabhjh  my  Covenant 
between  me  and  thee ,  and  thy  Seed  after  thee ,  in  their  Gene¬ 
rations  for  an  everlafting  Covenant ,  to  be  aGod  unto  thee^and 
thy  Seed  after  thee .  That  this  could  be  no  other  than  theCo¬ 
venant  of  Grace, is  evident.  For  (1.)  "I  his  is  the  conftant 
Stile  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  I  will  be  a  God  unto  thee , 
&c.  God  never  was  a  God  to  any  finful  Man, in  theSenfe 
of  that  Phrafe,  but  in  and  through  Chrift  in  a  Covenant 
of  Grace.  This  is  the  {landing  Promile  of  the  Covenant 
under  everyDifpenfation,  particularly  theNcw- 1  eftament. 

Heb„ 
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Heb.8.  10.  I  will  be  to  them  a  Cod ,  See  — (2.)  This  Pro- 
mife  is  very  comprehenfive,  and  comprizes  all  the  Pro- 
m.fes  m  the  Word  of  God,  and  is  greater  than  all  •  for 

SfTA  C  -nther  Parncular  ^omifes  ffiall  be  accom- 
P  ,  ed^hlS  Wl11  rema;n ,t°  be  perpetually  in  the  fulfilling 

21  7  ^  theSai"ts,HaPPinefs  to  Eternity.  Re° 

21.  7.  He  that  overcometh  (by  Conftancy,  thro’  allTemo- 

“A  Lnd)  ti! tnbent  dl  ThinV’™d  I  will  be  his 
God  So  he  heavenly  Reward  is  exprefs’d  ;  and  it  is  eafy 

o  tew, that  all  the  prom ifed  Bleffings  of  theCovenant  of 

race  are  included  in  this  Promife  to  Abraham ;  tempo- 

raj,fp,ntual  &  eternal  ;  as  it  is  interpreted  in  diversParts 

PafrTPtfre'  u1^  me/°r  a  SPecimeiVnftance  in  a  few 
aliases  for  thisPurpofe.  To  begin  with  the  loweftKind, 

temporal  Bleffings  ;  outward  Protection,  Provifion  and 

amtenance.  When  God  renewed  this  Covenant  with 

Jacob,  and  promis’d  .0  deal  with  him  according  to  the 

urportofir,  Gen  28.  13.  14.  Jacob  in  theVow  he  made 

to  God  on  that  Occafion,  put  this  Interpretation  upon  it. 

y.20.2 1.  If  God  will  be  wi  t  h  me,  &  keep  me  in  thislVay  that  I 

go,  and  will  git  e  me  Bread  to  eat ,  and  Raiment  to  put  on ,  fo 

that  I  come  again  to  my  Father's  Houfe  in  Peace  ;  then  (hall 

1  j  j  \e  -And  that  fpiritual  Bleffings  are  in- 

duded,  there  needs  no  other  Evidence,  than  what  the 
Apoftie  has  taught  and  declar’d  in  Gal.  3.  Where  he  in¬ 
terprets  the  Bleffing  of  Abraham  to  include,  both  Juftifi  ■ 

cation  through  theMeric  of  Chrift.  jf.S.  9  The  Scripture 

forefeing  that  God  would  juft  ify  the  Heathen  thrcughFaith 
preached  before  the  Gojpel  unto  Abraham,  faying ,  In  thee 
Jhall  all  Nations  be  blcjfed  •,  fo  then,  they  which  be  of  Faith 
are  blefjed  with  faithful  Abraham.  And  the  Gift  of  the 
Spirit  tor  SanCtification.  f.  14.  That  the  Bleffing  <9/ Abra¬ 
ham  might  come  on  the  Gentiles  through  Jefus  Chrift ,  that 
wer  might  receive  the  Promife  of  the  Spirit  through  Faith. 
Which  two  virtually  comprize  all  fpiritualBleffings.  God 
had  promifed  Abraham  a  Seed,  in  whom  allNations  fhou’d 
be  blefied,  i.  e.  Corift,  the  Foundation,  and  meritorious 
Caufe,  the  Procurer,  and  Difpenfer  of  all  Bldfednefs  to 

Men. 


'map.  IV. 


of  Infant-Baptifni* 


221 


Men.  But  the  Bleffing  it  felf,  wherewith  Abraham  &  all 
bis  believing  Seed  are  blefled,is  contained  in  this  Promife, 
[will  be  thy  God ,  and  the  God  of  thy  Seed .  —  And  eternal 
Life  and  Bleffednefs  are  included  in  if,  as  I  have  already 
intimated.  Our  Saviour  proves  the  blefled  Immortality, 
and  Refurre&ion  of  the  Patriarchs, from  this  their  Cove¬ 
nant-Relation  to  God,  from  his  Words  to  Mofes  after  they 
were  dead,  I  am  theGod  of  Abraham ,  &c.  as  he  had  pro- 
mifed  them  when  living.  Math.  22.31,32.  And  the 
the^Apoftle  infers  from  the  fame  Relation,  the  heavenly 
Blifs  of  thofePamarchs,  as  neceffary  to  vindicate  the  Ho¬ 
nour  of  God’s  Covenant-Love,  Truth,  and  Faithfulnefs 
in  his  Promifes  to  them,  and  as  a  full  Compenfation  for 
theirWant  of  the  earthly  Car  am.  Heb.  1 1.  16. — Where¬ 
fore  God  is  not  afham'd  to  be  called  their  God ,  for  he  hath 
prepared  for  them  a  City.  Therefore  this  was  not  a  meer 
carnal  Covenant,  (as  fome  of  the  Antipasdobaptifls 
dream)  or  a  Promife  to  give  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  the 
Land  of  Canaan ,  and  long  Life,  and  earthly  Bleflings 
therein  :  for  we  fee  plainly  by  the  Apoftle’s  Teftimony, 
that  it  was  a  better  Country  than  Canaan  hat  is,  an  hea¬ 
venly,  which  the  Patriarchs  expefled,and  God  bellowed 
on  them  by  Virtue  of  this  his  Covenant  and  Promife  of 
being  their  God.  And  fpiritual  and  heavenly  Bleflings 
were  of  principal  Confiderarion  in  thisCovenant,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Explication  the  Scripture  itfelf  gives  of  it,  as 
I  have  fhewed.  Canaan  indeed  was  promis’d  to  Abraham's 
Seed,  as  the  Land  of  their  Habitation  for  feveral  Genera¬ 
tions,  till  the  Coming  of  the  Meffias,  and  as  typical  of 
the  heavenly  Canaan ,  and  as  fuch  it  may  be  truly  faidto 
be  an  everlafting  Poffeflion  •,  but  being  in  itfelf  of  the 
Nature  of  temporal  Goods,  it  is  to  be  confider’d  but  as 
an  Additament  to  the  main  Bleflings  :  as  all  temporal 
Mercies  are  in  the  new  Covenant  of  Chrift.  Math.  6.  33. 
Now  one  would  think,  there  fhould  need  no  other  Proof 
that  the  Covenant  made  with  Abraham  was  a  Covenant 
3f  Grace,  yea,  and  a  pure  Covenant  of  Grace,  than 
:hat  it  virtuT'y  comprehends  all  the  Privileges  and  Pro¬ 
mifes 
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^  5  ^  according  to  the  natural  Im- 

portoi-  the  i  romife,  and  the  Interpretation  of  it  in  other 
Scriptures,  and  that  without  the  Mixture  of  any  Thing 
aliene  to  it.  Neverthelefs,  let  me  add,  (3.J  ThisCove- 
nant  with  Abraham  isftil’d  an  everlaflingCovenant.  Which 
I  have  lliewed  to  be  the  proper  Character  of  theCovenant 
of  Grace.  The  firft  Covenant  was  foon  broken  and  laid 
afide,  as  being  of  no  longer  Ufe,  but  to  convince  of  Sin, 
and  to  condemn  for  Sin  ;  but  the  Covenant  of  Grace  is 
immutable,  and  indefe&ible  in  its  Conftitution,  bein»  e. 
ftablilh  d  in  the  Hand  of  a  Mediator,  and  confirmed  in 
his  Blood.  Hence  called  tbs  Blood  of  tbs  everlajfing  Co¬ 
venant.  Heb.13.20.—  (4.)Circumcifion,theToken  of  the 
Covenant  made  with  Abraham, ,  was  a  Sign  and  Seal  ef  the 
Rightecufnefs  of  Faith.  Rom.  4.  11.  TheRighteoufnefs  of 
•  Faith,  here,  in  theApoftle’s  Language  andSenfe,  can  in¬ 
tend  no  other  Thing  than  the  Covenant  ol  Grace,  how¬ 
ever  Men  fet  theirWits  on  Work  to  pervert  his  Meaning. 
This  will  appear  if  we  let  the  Apoltle  explain  his  own 
Words,  as  he  doth  in  this  Epiftle,  and  in  this  Chapter, 
by  oppofing  the  R ighteoufnefs  of  Faith  to  the  Law, and 
to  the  Righteoufneis  of  the  Law.  Chap.  4.  13.  The  Pro- 
mife — was  not  to  Abraham,  or  to  his  Seed, through  the  Law, 
(\.  e.  the  Covenant  of  Works )  but  through  the  Righteouf- 
nefs  of  Faith.  It  is  hence  plain,  that  the  Rightecufnefs  of 
Faith,  as  it  Hands  here  in  Oppofition  to  the  Law,  is  the 
fame  with  the  Righteoufneis  ol  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
made  over  to  Faith,  as  it  is  oppos’d  to  legal  Righteoui- 
nefs.  And  Chap.  10.  5,  6,  9.  the  Apoltle  explains  the 
Right eoufnefs  which  is  of  the  Law,  and  the  RighteoufneJ's 
which  is  of  Faith,  in  as  diredt  Oppofition  to  each  other, 
as  we  can  fuppofe  the  Tenor  of  the  Covenant  of  Works, 
and  that  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  be.  Mefes  ("faith 
he)  defcribes  the  Righteonfnefs  which  is  of  the  Law ,  that 
the  Man  that  doth  thefe  Things  Jhall  live  by  them.  But  the 
Rightecufnefs  which  is  of  Faith,  fpeaketh  on  this  wife  &c. 
runs  in  this  Tenor,  If  thou  Jhalt  confefs  with  thy  Mouth 
the  Lord  Jefus ,  and  /halt  believe  in  thine  Heart,  that  God 
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raifed  him  from  the  Dead ,  thou  (halt  be  faved.  And  this 
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Fhrafe,  the  Right eoufnefs  of  Faith y is  a  very  apt  &  proper 
Reprefentation  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  both  as  to  the 
Promife  on  God’s  Part, and  theCondition  on  ours,  Righ- 
tecufnefs  conveyed  to  a  Sinner,  is  an  Aft  of  God’s  Grace 
in  the  Promife,  and  Faith* is  the  Condition  on  our  Parr, 
whereby  we  receive  that  Righteoufnefs,  and  obtain 
an  Intereft  in  the  Promife.  I  know  not  how  the 


^  venant  of  Grace  can  be  better  defcrib’d  in  fo 


tew  Words,  and  diftinguifhed  from  all  other  Cove¬ 
nants.  Therefore  it  is  evident  that  Circumcifion  was 
not  annexed  to  a  Sort  of  Covenant  of  Works,  rfs  Dr.  Gill 
groundlefly  fuggefts,  but  to  a  pure  Covenant  of  Grace. 
Such  was  the  Covenant  God  made  with  Abraham  : 
Covenant,  that  confer’d  Righteoufnefs  on  a  finful  Man 
without  legal  Works,  through  Faith  in  Jefus  Chrift : 
And  Circumcifion  he  appointed  to  be  the  Seal  or  Token 
of  it.  Gen .  17.  1 1.  And  Abraham  in  receiving  it  (  the 
Apoftle  in  plain  Terms  afierts  )  received  the  Sign  C?  Seal 
of  the  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith.  Thus  it  appears  with  full 
and  plain  Evidence  from  the  Tenor  of  theCovenant  laid 
down  in  Gen .  17.  with  the  annexedSeal  of  Circumcifion, 
that  it  was  truly  and  properly  a  Covenant  of  Grace  and 
Salvation  by  jefus  Chrift ;  which  might  be  abundantly 
confirmed  by  diverfe  otherTeftimonies  of  Scripture.  As, 
Secondly ,  The  Scripture  teftifies,  that  the  Gofpel  was 
preached  to  Abraham  inGod’s  Promife  to  him, frying,  In 
thee  (  or  in  thy  Seed  )  i.  e.  in  Communion  with  thee  in 
the  fame  Covenant-Beffings  thro’  Chrift,  or  in  ihtMeJJias 
in  Union  and  Fellowfhip  with  him  ( in  either  Senfe  it 
conies  to  the  fame  Eft-eft)  [hall  all  Nations  be  bleffed.  In 
the  forecited  Gal .  3.8.  Now  the  Gofpel  is  the  pure  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace,  without  all  Doubt  ;  this,  God  in  the 
Scriptures  preached  unto  dbraham ,  and  he  received  and 
believed  it,  and  was  thereupon  blefled.  But  what  was 
this  Bieftednefs  ?  In  what  e’lfe  could  it  confift,but  in  this 
I  romiie,  1  will  be  a  God  unto  thee ,  ?  Which  is  com- 

prenenfive  of  all  the  Blelfings  we  derive  from  Chrift. 


Thirdly, 
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Thirdly,  The  Scriptures  te-ftify,  that  Gofpel  Believers 
as  the  Seed  of  Aoraham,  and  by  Virtue  of  their  Union  to 
Chrift,  the  blefled  Seed  promned,  are  made  Heirs  of  his 
Covenant.  Gal.  3.29.  If  ye  be  Chr  ill's,  then  are  ye  Abra¬ 
ham’s  Seed, and  Heirs  according  to  the  Prcmife- — ThePro - 
mife  (  as  it  is  called  by  Way  of  Eminence  )  intends  that 
great  Promile  of  God  to  Abraham ,  when  he  enter’d  into 
Covenant  with  him  :  •  And  to  be  Heirs  according  to  this 
Piomife,  is  to  be  Heirs  of  his  Covenant.  And  who  can 
deny,  theCovenant  which  Believers  are  conftituted  Heirs 
of,  is  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ? 

Fourthly ,  The  Scripture  teftifies,  that  Abraham  was 
juftifted  in  the  fame  Way  and  upon  the  lame  T  erms  as 
all  believers  are  now,  under  the  Gofpel ;  or  rather,  that 
Gofpel-Believers  are  juftified  after  the  Example  of  Abra- 
ham, and  upon  the  fameTerms  on  which  he  was  juftified  ; 
who  was  held  forth  as  the  great  Precedent  audExemplar 
of  Juftificatiqn  by  Faith,  in  Rom.  4.  Hence  he  isftiled 
theFather  of  all  that  believe ,  among  the  Gentile  Nations, 
as  well  as  the  Jews  :  Which  the  Apoftle  proves  y,  17. 
from  what  is. written  in  Gen.  17.  /  have  made  thee  a  Fa¬ 
ther  of  many  Nations .  Now  the  Rule  or  Inftrument  on 
God’s  Tart,  of  the  Juftification  of  a  Sinner  condemned 
by  the  Law,  is  no  other,  nor  ever  was  fince  the  Fall  of 
Adam ,  than  theCovenant  of  Grace  in  a  Mediator.  Abra¬ 
ham  was  juftified  in  this  Way,  and  in  the  fame  Way  and 
no  other,  mult  every  finful  Man  or  Woman,  now  under 
the  Gofpel,  look  to  be  juftified.  Therefore  the  Apoftle 
produces  theExampleof  Abraham's)  unification, to  prove 
that  under  the  Gofpel  we  are  to  be  juftified  by  Faith,  in 
Oppofition  to  legal  Works,  which  the  Jews  were  fo  lord 
of.  Rom .  4.  3,  23,  24.  Abraham  believed  God ,  and  it  was 
counted  to  him  for  Right  eoufnefs.  Now  it  was  not  written 
for  his  Sake  alone ,  that  it  was ;  imputed  to  him ,  but  for  us 
alfo ,  to  whom  it  frail  be  imputed ,  if  we  believe  on  him  who 
raifed  up  Jefus  our  Lord  from  the  Dead.  Since  therefore 

Believers  now  have  Communion  with  Abraham  in  this 
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great  Covenant- Privilege  of  Juftification  ;  for  they  which 
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be  of  Faith  (  faith  the  Apoftie  )  are  blejfed  with  faithful 
Abraham  :  It  undeniably  follows,  that  the  fame  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Grace, in  and  by  which  thisPriviledge  is  convey¬ 
ed  and  applied,  may  be  truly  affirmed  to  belong  equally 
to  him  and  them. 

Fifthly ,  The  Scripture  teflifies,that  theCovenant  made 
with  Abraham  was  confirmed  of  God  in  Chrift ,  Gal.  3.  17. 
But  noCovenant  that  God  ever  made  with  Man  fince  the 
Fall,  was  confirmed  in  Chrijl ,  but  the  Covenant  of  Grace. 
—  Afixthly^  It  alfo  teffifies,  that  the  Covenant  with  Abra¬ 
ham  could  not  be  difannul’d  by  the  Law^ which  was  given 
q^oYears  after,  (ibid.)  If  this  Covenant  were  not  annuPd 
and  fuperfeded  by  the  Law,  afterwards  given  ;  if  it  con¬ 
tinued  in  Force  during  that  whole  fubfervient  Difpenfa- 
tion  of  the  Law  of  Mofes ,  ’till  theComing  of  the  promif- 
ed  Seed,  and  the  Beginning  of  theGofpel-Period,  we  may 
be  fure  that  it  is  not  dilannul’d  by  the  Gofpel,  which  is 
a  compleater  and  fairer  Edition  &  Promulgation  of  the 
fame  Covenant,  and  the  Inftrument  of  conveying  the 
Bleffings  of  it  to  all  Nations. 

But  I  think  there  has  been  Evidence  more  than  fuffi- 
cient  already  offer’d,  in  Confirmation  of  this  Propofition. 
’Tis  granted,  there  were  fome  Favours  promifed  by  God 
to  Abraham  peculiar  to  him, as  he  was  appointed  to  be  the 
grandPatriarch  of  thejewifh  and  Chriftian  Church  ;  fuch, 
as  the  Promife  of  the  Multiplication  of  his  Seed  as  the 
Stars  of  Heaven,  of  a  Race  of  Kings  that  fhould  defcend 
from  him,  and  that  he  fhould  be  the  Father  of  many  Na¬ 
tions,  and  particularly,  and  eminently,  the  Progenitor  of 
the  Meffias  :  yet  all  this  makes  no  fubflantial  Alteration 
in  the  Covenant  it  felt,  as  it  Was  ordain’d  to  pafs  down  to 
his  Children  and  Heirs  ;  any  more  than,  fuppofing  one 
who  had  the  Honour  of  being  the  firftin  anyAdrniniftra- 
tion,  fhou’d  have  fome  fignalMarks  of  Refpedt  put  upon 
him,  or  fome  peculiarPrivilege  vouchfafed  him, that  this 
fhould  make  any  real  Difference  in  theAdminiftration  it 
felt,  with  Refpeft  to  his  Succeffors  in  it.  What  was  per~ 
fonal  and  peculiar  to  Abraham  comes  not  into  Confide- 
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ration  of  the  Covenant  of  God  with  him,  which  was  en¬ 
tail  d  on  his  Seed  and  him,  and  this  was  purely  a  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Grace. 


5.  The  Infant-Children  of  confederate  Parents  are  ad- 
mitred  by  God,  together  with  their  Parents, into  the  Co¬ 
venant,  under  theNew-  reftament  Adminiflration.  This 
our  Adverfaries,  in  the  Caufe  of  Infant-Baptifm,  ftiffly 
deny  ;  but  it  fhall  be  prov’d  from  Scripture.  For, 
Firft,  It  is  a  neceliary  Confequence  of  the  two  forego¬ 
ing  Propofitions,  which  have  been  abundantly  confirm’d 
by  Scripture,  viz.  1  hat  the  Covenant  of  Grace  has  been 
aiways  eiientiaJy  the  fame  from  the  Beginning,  under 
the  ieveral  Adminiflrations,  and  in  particular,  that  the 
Abrahamitical  s^ovenant  is  one  &  the  fame  Covenant  of 
Grace,  into  which  allBelievers  under  theNew  Teftament 
are  admitted  Federates  with  God.  And  it  has  been  evi¬ 
dent  from  plain  Teflimony  of  Scripture,  that  the  natu- 
.  ral  Seed  of  Abraham  were  taken  into  his  Covenant,  and 
the  natural  Seed  of  the  Ifraelites  were  taken  into  theCo- 
venant  under  the  Mofaical  Adminiflration,  and  that  in 
their  Infant-Age  *,  and  that  in  every  Covenant  God  has 
made  with  Man, Children  have  been  included.  But  if  the 
Infant-Children  of  GofpelBelievers  be  now  flout  out  of  the 
Covenant,  and  debar’d  of  all  Interelh  in  it,  then  it  is  not 
the  lame  Covenant,  but  there  is  a  Change  in  the  fubftan- 
tial  Tenor  of  it,  and  a  Change  for  the  worfe.  SinceGod’s 
Covenant  and  Promife  to  Abraham  and  the  Ifraelites  was, 
1  will  be  a  God  to  thee ,  and  to  thy  Seed  ;  if  it  be  now  to 
Believers,  I  will  be  a  God  to  thee ,  but  not  to  thy  Seed ,  is 
not  this  a  very  great  and  manifeft  Alteration,  and  that 


much  to  the  Difaclvantage  of  Gofpel-Believers  and  their 
Children  ?  If  a  Man  have  a  Deed  of  Gift  of  Houfe  and 
Land  to  himfelf,  and  hisfieirs  forever,  and  if  the  Do¬ 
nor  fhould  recall  and  vacate  the  firft  Deed,  and  leave 
out  his  Heirs  in  the  fecond,  were  it  not  an  effentialDif- 
fercnce  ?  And  the  latter  a  lefsFavour  than  the  former.” 
In  like  Manner,  if  God’s  Covenant  &  Promife  extended 
to  the  Children  of  the  Church  under  theGld-Teftamenr, 
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and  be  limited  to  thePerfons  of  Believers  under  theNew, 
then  it  is  manifeft  that  there  is  an  efTential  Difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Covenants  under  thofe  different  Adminiftrati- 
ons,  (the  contrary  to  which  has  been  proved)  and  then  it 
will  follow  that  not  theNew  Covenant,  but  the  Old  is  in 
this  Particular  the  better  Covenant . 

Secondly ,  Since  the  little  Children  of  confederate  Pa¬ 
rents  we^e  once  admitted  by  God  as  Federates  in  his  Co¬ 
venant,  under  the  former  Difpenfations  of  it, they  are  ftill 
accounted  by  God  and  ought  to  be  acknowledg’d  by  us 
as  Federates-  in  the  new  Covenant,  unlefs  there  be  any 
goodGrounds  or  Reafons  for  their  Exclufion.  For  a  Pri- 
vilege  once  granted  to  theChurch,muft  continue  through 
all  Ages,  unlefs  the  almighty  Donor  is  pleas’d  to  revoke 
it.  And  that  the  Covenant-Intereft  of  the  natural  Seed 
of  the  Faithful  is  a  Privilege,  no  Man  can  deny,  and  an 
ineftimablePrivilege  ;  as  they  are  thereby  enroll’d  in  the 
Number  of  God’s  fealed,  diftinguifh’dPeople,  entitled  to 
fpecial  Mercies,  fpecial  Favours  of  Providence,  fpecial 
Ordinances  and  Privileges  in  the  vifible  Church.  Plow 
elfe  could  Circumcifion  be  of  much  Advantage  to  the 
Jews  ?  Much  every  Way,  as  the  Apoftle  declares,  Rom . 
3.  1,  2.  David  accounts  it  aPrivilege,  and  pleads  it  with 
God.  Pfal.  86.  16.  Save  the  Son  of  thine  Handmaid.  And 
improves  it  as  an  Engagement  upon  him  to  be  God’s 
Servant.  Pfal.  1 1 6.  1 6.  I  am  thy  Servant ,  the  Son  of  thine 
Handmaid, being  his  Servant  born.  And  if  fuch  Children 
die  in  the  State  of  Infancy,  this  their  Covenant-Intereft 
and  Relation  to  God  is  a  Ground  of  Elope  concerning 
their  Well-being  in  a  future  State.  If  it  was  an  Argu¬ 
ment  (as  ourSaviour  improves  it)  of  the  bleffed  State  of 
the  Patriarchs  after  Death,  that  God  was  their  Gcd,  why 
fhould  not  the  fame  Argument  from  the  Promife,  I  will 
be  the  God  of  thy  Seed,  be  admitted  in  the  Cafe  of  Infants,' 
or  fuch  Children  of  confederate  Parents  as  die  young,  be¬ 
fore  they  could  do  any  Thing  todifinherit  themfelves  of 
the  Bleffing  of  that  Relation  ?  Now  if  this  be  a  Privilege, 
Favor  es  funt  amtiiandi,  Privileges  are  to  be  interpreted  in 
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the  fulleft  Extent,  where  the  Donor  has  made  no  Excep¬ 
tion  or  Limitation, to  reftrain  them.  But  in  the  prefent 
Cafe  there  is  noException  with  Refpeft  to  theCovenant- 
Intereft  of  the  Children  of  vifible  Believers  under  the 
Gofpel,  nor  any  Grounds  or  Reafons  for  theirExclufion. 
For(i.)it  is  evident, thatGod  who  is  fovereignLord  of  his 
own  Favours,  to  whom  it  belongs  to  admit  into,  or  ex¬ 
clude  from  the  Covenant, whom  he  pleafes,  has  all  along 
from  the  Beginning  of  the  World, at  leaft  from  theDays 
of  Abraham  to  the  Coming  of  Chrift,  receiv’d  the  Infants 
of  the  Church  as  Federates  together  with  their  Parents, 
and  has  nor  given  the  leaft  Intimation  that  it  was  ever  his 
Defign  to  exclude  them.  Nor  is  there  one  Text  in  the 
Bible,  whence  it  may  be  gather’d,  either  exprefly,  or  by 
Confequence,  that  it  is  the  Will  of  God  that  the  Chil¬ 
dren  of  the  Chriftian  Church  fhould  be  disfranchis’d  or 
cut.  off  from  that  ancient  Privilege.  Nor  (2.)  has  Jefus 
Chrift  fince  his  Coming, by  any  Doftrine  or  Inftitution  of 
his  debat’d  the  Children  of  vifible  Believers  from  a  Co- 
venant-Intereft  *,  but  has  confirmed  them  in  thePoffeflion 
of  their  ancientRight  (as  wTe  fhall  fee.)His  taking  up  fuch 
young  Children  in  his  Arms,  and  putting  his  Hands  on 
them,  and  blefifing  them,  as  the  Evangelifts  declare,  a- 
mcunts  to  a  virtual  Declaration  of  theirCovenantlntereft. 
Nor  (3.)  is  there  anyThing  in  theNature  &  Conftitution 
or  the  GofpehCovenant,  that  doth  exclude  them  ;  But 
fuppofing,what  has  been  already  prov’d,  that  the  Cove¬ 
nant  is  {till  effientially  the  fame,  it  muft  neceffarily  com¬ 
prehend  them.  And  in  Regard  of  its  Adminiftration, 
the  Scripture  reprefents  the  Chriftian  Ceconomy,  asper- 
fedtive  of  the  Jewifh,and  the  molt  compleat  Accomplifh- 
ment  of  it  ;  and  the  new  Covenant  of  the  Gofpel,  as  a 
better,  more  excellent, and  perfect  Covenant, than  the  for¬ 
mer  under  theOl  j-Teftament.//r^.7.22.  &  8.6.  Which  it 
cannot  be,unlefs  it  contain’d  all  the  real  Privileges  of  the 


ormer,  together  with  feme  additional  Advantages.  And 
herefore  ii  the  Covenant -Intereft  of  the  Children  of  con- 
rate  Parents  was  a  real  Privilege  under  the  former 
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'as  I  have  proved)  it  is  rational  to  conclude,  that  Privi¬ 
lege  mud  be  retain’d  and  confirm’d  under  the  more  per- 
fed  Difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel.  Nor  (4.)  is  there  any 
Reafon  from  the  Incapacity  of  theChildren,  whofeRight 
is  pleaded  Tor,  that  can  exclude  them.  For  none  can 
pretend,  but  that  the  Infant-Children  of  the  Chriftian 
Church  are  equally  capable  of  the  Covenant, theBleffings, 
and  the  initiating  Seal  of  it,  with  the  Children  of  the 
Jewifh  Church:  whatever  can  with  any  Pretence  be  ob¬ 
jected  againft  the  former,  as  want  of  Underftanding,  or 
of  Ability  to  chufe  for  themfelves,  and  the  like,  holds 
fully  as  ftrong  againft  the  latter.  Therefore  fince  it  is 
undeniable  that  God  has  of  old  receiv’d  the  Infant-Seed 
of  the  Faithful  into  his  Covenant,  and  has  never  fince, 
either  diredly  or  confequentially,  debarred  or  cut  them 
off*  from  this  Privilege  ♦,  nor  can  any  Caufe  be  aftign’d, 
why  they  ought  to  be  debarred  ;  we  have  Reafon  to  con¬ 
clude,  that  it  is  his  Will  that  we  fhould  full  reckon  the 
little  Children  of  Believers  as  his  Federates  under  the 
New-Teftament.  But, 

< Thirdly ,  We  have  more  pofitive  Evidence  from 
Scripture,  that,  particularly,  God’s  Covenant  &  Promife 
to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  continues  in  the  fameTenor  and 
Extent  to  Believers  and  their  Seed,  under  the  Gofpel  ^ 
the  Promife  of  his  being  a  God  to  him  and  his  Seed  after 
him.  It  is  not  denied,  becaufe  it  is  plainly  afferted  in 
Scripture,  that  Believers  in  Chrift,  of  Gentiles  as  well  as 
Jews ,  were  intended  by  God  as  the  Seed  of  Abraham  : 
Some  call  them  his  fpiritual  Seed  *,  I  choofe  to  call  them 
his  adopted  Seed, in  the  Room  of  his  natural  Seed, which 
were  broken  off  by  Unbelief  *,  Believers  being  more  pro¬ 
perly  the  fpiritual  Seed  of  Chrifi .  But  (r.ot  toftandupon 
the  Appellation,)  it  is  pretended, that  as  Believers  are  the 
Seed  of  Abraham ,  the  Covenant  and  Promife  belongs  to 
them  perfonally  confidered,  not  to  them  and  their  Seed 
too  :  This,  it  is  furmis’d,  was  a  Privilege  peculiar  to  A- 
braham ,as  he  was  the  Father  of  the  Faithful, but  that  the 
Promife  hath  not  the  fame  Extent  to  his  believing  Seed, 
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Therefore  I  lhall  endeavour  to  Ihevv  the  Vanity  of  this 
Pretence,  and  to  prove  the  contrary,  by  alledging  a  few 
Paiiages  of  Scripture,  that  are  plain  to  thisPurpofe. 

( 1 .)  T he  Apoftle  has  plainly  declar’d,  that \the  Bleffing 
of  Abraham  is  come  on  the  Gentiles  through  Jefus  Chrift. \ 
Cal.  3.  14.  I  he  Bleffing  of  Abraham  doubtlefs  con- 

Q  t  1  •  |  •  *  a  O  ^ to  him  and  his 

Seed  ;  which  is  the  Sum  of  allBleffings  which  we  can  de¬ 
fire,  and  which  we  have  in  and  from  Chrift,  who  is  that 
promifed  Seed  in  whom  all  Nations  fhould  be  blelTed  with 
Abraham's  Bleffing,  as  he  is  the  Author,  Repofitorv,and 
Difpciiiei  of  ail  divine  Bleffings  to  Men.  ft  his  was  none 
of  the  Peculiarities  of  the  Covenant  of  Abraham ,  or  of 
the  Favours  and  Honours  appropriated  to  him  in  God’s 
federal  Tranfactions  with  him  ;  but  belongs  to  the  fub- 
ftantial  lenor  of  the  Covenant  through  all  Generations, 
as  has  been  manifefted.  And  therefore,  if  theCovenant 
and  Promife  of  God  extends  not  to  the  little  Children 
of  believing  Gentiles,  then  the  Bleffing  of  Abraham  is 
not  come  on  the  Gentiles  in  the  full  Extent  of  it, but  they 
are  cut  off  from  a  great  Part  of  his  Bleffing.  For  the 
Bleffing  of  Abraham  is  not  only  that  wherewith  he  was 
blefled  in  his  own  Perfon,  but  the  Bleffing  of  his  Seed 
and  Family  alfo.  It  was  promis’d  to  him  (and  it  was  the 
firft  Promife  we  read  of,  that  God  made  to  him  after  his 
Calling)  Gen.  12.3.— In  thee. {hall  allFamilies  of  theEarth 
be  blejfed  (i.e.  In  thy  Seed ,  as  it  is  afterwards  explain’d, 
and  in  Communion  with  thee  in  the  fame  Covenant- 
Bleffings;  which  is  a  plain  Intimation, that  theBleffing  of 
Abraham  was  defign’d  to  be  not  a  meer  perfonal,  but  a 
Family-Bleffing,  that  all  believing  Gentiles  fhould  be 
bleffed  in  him,  after  the  Example  of  God’s  bleffing  him 
and  his  Family,  that  the  Gofpel-Difpenfation  of  this 
Bleffing  fhould  extend  to  the  Families  and  Children  of 
Believers.  Therefore  Chrift  laid  to  Zaccheus  upon  his 
Profeffion  of  Repentance  and  Faith,  Luk.  19.  9.  This 
>  Day  is  Salvation  come  to  thisHoufe  :  .and  gives  this  Rea- 
fon,  forfomuch  as  he _  alfo  is  a  Son  of  Abraham  ;  and 
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being  a  Son  of  Abraham, and  Heir  of  his  Covenant  in  the 
GofpeLSenfe,  thro’  Faith  in  Chrift,  the  Bleffing  of  Sal¬ 
vation  is  extended  by  Chrift  to  him  and  his  Houfhold, 
In  the  fame  Extent,  the  Apoftle  offers  this  Bleffing  of 
Abraham  to  the  Jailor  at  Philippi ,  Aft.  16.3  1.  Believe  on 
the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, and  thou  jhalt  be  faved,and  thyHoufe . 
Thus  we  have  good  Evidence,  that  the  Bleffing  of  Abra¬ 
ham ,  a<  rding  to  the  Extent  of  God’s  Promife  to  him 
and  to  Seed,  comes  upon  the  Gentries  thro’  Faith  in 


Chrift. 


(2.)  Another  Paffage  in  C^pfirmation  of  this  occurs 
in  the  fame  Chapter,  Gal.  3.  29.  If ye  be  Chrift' s,then  are 
ye  Abraham's  Seed^and  Heirs  according  to  the  Promife.  The 
Apoftle  here,  declares,  that  all  Chriitians,of  whateverNa- 
tion,  Jew  ©r  Greek,o{  whateverCondition,or  Sex,  (f.28.) 
being  one  in  Chrift  Jefus ,  are  the  true  Seed  of  Abraham , 
under  the  Gofpel,  and  Heirs  of  his  Covenant,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  true  Purport  &  Meaning  of  the  Promife .  What 
Promife  can  he  mean,  but  that,  /  will  be  a  God  to  thee^vA 
to  thySeed  ?  ’Tis  a  grandMiftake,(&’ds  the  leadingError 
of  the  Antipaedobaptifts)  to  think,  thatthe  Covenant  and 
Promife  in  this  Extent  was  peculiar  to  Abraham  as  the 
Father  of  the  Faithful,  but  that  it  extended  no  farther 
than  to  the  Perfons  of  his  Seed  :  whereas  it  was  evident¬ 
ly  the  Defign  of  God  in  the  firft  Conftitution  of  this  Co- 
venant,to  keep  up  a  Church-Seed,  in  the  Line  of  Abra¬ 
ham ,  from  Generation  to  Generation,  even  in  the  natural 
•Generations  of  his  Seed.  And  Provifion  was  made  at 
the  fame  Time  for  theAdmiffion  of  Gentile  Strangers  in¬ 
to  the  fameCovenant,  and  to  the  fame  Church-Privileges 
in  the  Covenant  with  his  natural  Seed.  —  Any  Stranger 
(faith  God)  who  is  not  of  thy  Seed ,  Gen.  17.12.  (See  alfo 
Exod.  12.48,49.)  So  that  every  Jewifh  Parent, and  every 
profelyted  Gentile  Parent,  had  this  Privilege,  of  having 
the  Covenant  &  Promife  extended  &  feal’d  to  theirSeed, 
till  the  Corning  of  Chrift, and  the  fetting  up  theAdmini- 
ftration  of  theNew-Covenant;  in  which  there  was  no  Alte¬ 
ration  made  as  to  the  federateParties.byt  theJews&Pro- 
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illy tes,  who  came  under  this  new  Adminiftration,  by  be¬ 
lieving  in  C. hr i ft,  and  receiving  Chriftian  Baptifm,  had 
the  fame  Privilege  of  the  Covenani-Intereft  of  their  Seed 
continued  to  tnem,  that  they  had  ever  enjoyed  •,  and  the 
lame  had  been  continued  to  ail  the  reft  to  this  Day,  had 
tney  not  been  broken  off  thro’  Unbelief,  as  will  appear 
from  the  next  Paliage  I  fhall  cite. 

__  (3.)  Another  Teftimony,  to  prove  the  Extent  of  the 
Covenant  of  Abraham  to  the  natural  Seed  of  Gofpel-Be- 
lievers,  are  the  Words  of  the  Apoftle  Peter ,  directed  to 
Jews  &  Profelytes  at  Jerusalem ,  at  the  Commencement 
ot  this  new  Adminiftration  of  the  Covenant,  which  was 
then  confirmed  by  the  Dodfrine,  Death  &  Sacrifice,  Re- 
furredtion  &  Afcenficn  of  Chrift,  and  the  pouring  out  of 
the  Spirit  in  his  extraordinary  Gifts  on  the  Apoftles,and 
a  full  Period  was  put  to  the  Old-Teftament- Adminiftra¬ 
tion  :  he  exhorts  them  ( Act. 2.3 8. J  to  repent  and  believe 
inChrift,  and  to  receive  the  initiating  Token  of  the  Mew- 
Co  venant,  in  being  baptized  in  his  Name-  j  and  enforces 
his  Exhortation  by  thisArgument,  f.  %g.Fcr  thePromife 
is  unto  you  and  to  your Children^and  to  all  that  are  afar  off. 
even  as  many  as  the  Lord  our  God  fhall  call .  Whence  it  is 
apparent,  that  the  Promife  ("by  which  God’s  Covenant 
with  his  People  is  expreffed)  which  had  been  all  along  to 
confederate  Parents  in  the  Old  Teft  ment-Church,  and 
their  natural  Children,  is  adopted  into  this  new  Difpenfa  - 
tion  of  Chrift.  What  Dr.  Gill  has  to  object  againft  this 
Paliage,  fhall  be  conlidered  and  examined  more  largely, 
hereafter.  In  the  mean  Time,  let  me  fhew,  that  thePro¬ 
mife  here  referred  to  by  the  Apoftle,  is  that  great  Prcn 
mife  of  God  to  Abraham ,  of  bleffng  aJl  Nations  in  hisSecd , 
and  of  being  a  God  unto  him  and  to  his  Seed  •,  and  not  that 
Promife  in  Joel7  cited  f.  16,  17.  as  our  Adverfaries  con¬ 
tend.  For  ( 1 )  The  Promife  oi  God  to  Abraham  was  the 
mod  known,  eminent  and  remarkable  Promife,  funda¬ 
mental  to  theJewilhChurch-State, which  fecuredail  their 
Privileges  as  the  peculiar  People  of  God, and  which  they 
were  fo  prone  to  glory  in,  as  the  Seed  of  Abraham ,  and 
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is  therefore  often,  eminently  and  emphatically  ftiled  the 
Promife <,  without  any  Addition,  as  it  is  here,  and  in  many 
Places  cited  in  the  Dialogue,  Pa.  3  7’  .anc^  elfewheie. 
Therefore*  thefe  Words  being  fpoken  to  the  Jews,  they 
could  underftand  by  the  Promile  heic,no  other  thaii  tnat 
noted  and  moll  illuftrious  Promile  made  to  Aaraham, the 
great  Patriarch  of  their  Nation.  (2)  The  Apoftle  may 
pjftly  be  fuppofed  to  take  the  Promife  oi  God  to  Abra¬ 
ham  for  h\p  Ground  and  Warrant  in  Preaching  theNew- 
Covenapvnthe  fame  Extent  to  believingjmr  IkGentiles , 
and  their  Children  *,  for  they  both  run  in  the  lameTenor. 
The  Promife  of  God  to  Abraham  was  not  only  to  him 
and  his  natural  Seed,  but  to  the  Stranger  that  was  not  of 
his  Seed, who  fhould  be  join’d  in  his  Covenant,  i.e.  to  the 
profelytedGentiles/ Gen.  17.7,12 .Excd.  1 2,48,49. Jfo  here 
the  Promife  is  to  the  Jews  &  their  Seed,  and  to  the  cal¬ 
led  Gentiles.  (3)  The  Promile  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  was 
to  be  received  after  Raptifnm  Repent  and  be  baptized  — * 
and  ye  jhdll  receive  the  Gift  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  ji  38.  But 
the  Promife  here  referred  to,  was  propounded  as  a  Mo¬ 
tive  and  Obligation  to  them  to  fubmit  to  the  Chriftian 
Difpenfation,  by  being  baptized  in  the  Name  of  Jefus 
Chrift*,  and  as  that  which  belong’d  to  them,  previous  to 
Chriftian  Baptifm  •,  which  is  grounded  on  and  annexed 
only  to  the  Doftrincs  and  Promifes  of  theNew- Covenant, 
and  not  to  the  extraordinaryGiks  of  theSpirit.  (4)  The 
Prophecy  in  Joel,  as  it  is  underftood  of  the  extraordinary 
Gifts  of  the  Ploly  Ghoft,  the  Apoftle  had  told  them  was 
fulfilled  in  the  miraculous  Effulion  of  the  Spirit  on  all 
the  Apoftles,  16,  17.  But  we  read  of  no  fuch  extra¬ 
ordinary  Gifts  poured  out  upon  thefe  Converts, to  whom 
Peter  preached  ;  but  only  the  ordinary  landtifyinglnflu- 
ences  and  Graces  of  the  Spirit :  and  therefore  it  is  ratio¬ 
nal  to  conclude,  he  did  not  intend  that  Promife  in  Joel. 
Or  if  the  ordinary  Gifts  and  Graces  of  the  Spirit  be  un- 
derfto  'd  in  the  Prophecy  cited  out  of  Joel, thefe  are  com¬ 
prized  in  the  Blefting  of  Abraham,  as  it.  is  interpreted  to 
include,  eminently,  the  Promife  of  the  Spirit ,  Gab  3.  14. 
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And  this  is  inch  a  Promife,  as  the  Infants  of  the  Church 
are  capable  of  ;  and  fuch  a  Promife  is  made  to  them. 
Ilai  44.  3.  I  will  pour  my  Spirit  • upon  thy  Seed ,  and  my 
Bleffing  upon  thine  Offspring.  (5.)  The  Promife  here  re¬ 
ferred  to  extends  to  all  'jews  and  Gentiles  called  by  the 
Gofpel,  without  Limitation  to  Nation,  Place,  or  Time  ~ 
to  the  Jews  and  their  Children,  and  in  like  Manner  to 
the  Gentiles,  called  into  a  Church- State,  thenceforward 
during  theGofpel-Difpenfation  to  the  End  of  the  World. 
But  how  unreafonable  is  it  to  fuppofe,that  all  theChriflia- 
nized  Jews,  and  all  the  called  Gentiles ,  were  then  Parta¬ 
kers  of  the  extraordinary  Gifts  of  theSpirit  ?  Since  thefe 
were  bellowed  comparatively  but  on  few,  in  Refpect 
of  the  Multitudes  that  believed  ?  And  how  much  more 
unreafonable  and  abfurd  is  it,  to  imagine  this  of  all  Be¬ 
lievers  fince  that  Time,  for  thefe  many  Hundred  Years 
fince  thole  extraordinaryGifts  ceafed  in  the  Church  i  For 
the  Promife  here  propounded  by  the  Apoflle,  belongs  to 
thofethat  are  called  in  all  Ages  without  LimitatioiT  fto 
us  in  America ,  as  well  as  the  ancient  Jews )  during  the 
Gofpel-Difpenfation,  as  a  Realon  &  Inducement  to°fub- 
mit  to  the  Terms  of  it.  ( 6.)  The  Promife  is  explained 
in  the  next  Chapter  by  the  fame  Apoflle,  to  intend  the 
Promife  made  to  /ibraham, which  he  improves  in  preffino- 
the  fameExhortation  on  the  Jew  !.&&.%.  2  5,26. Te  are  the 
Children  of  theCoven  ant, which  God  made  with  our  Fathers , 
faying  unto  Abraham ,  And  in  thy  Seed  fall  all  the  Kindred 
of  the  Earth  be  blefjed.  Unto  you,  firft,  God  having  raifed 
up  his  Son  Jefus,  Jent  him  to  blefyou,8cc.  OtherReafons 
might  be  added,  but  thefe  are  fufficient  to  demonllrate 
plainly,  that  the  Promife  mentioned,  ^.39.  could  not  be 
that  in  Joel,  as  interpreted  by  the  Apoflle,  of  the  extra¬ 
ordinary  and  miraculous  Gifts  of  the  Spirit, poured  forth 
on  the  Day  of  Pentecojl  ;  but  that  fundamental  Handing 
Promife' of  God  to  / ibraham ,  and  to  his  Seed  for  ever. 
And  confequently,  that  God’s  Covenant-Promile  to  him 
belongs,  in  its  full  Extent, to Chriflian  Parents,  and  their 
Seed. 
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(4.)  The  next  PafTage  of  Scripture,  that  gives  full  E- 
vidence  to  the  T  ruth  pleaded  for,  is  that  01  the  Apofllc 
Paul ,  Rom .  11.  from  f.  16,  to  24  inclufively.  IftheRoot 
be  holy,  fo  are  the  Branches  :  And  if  fome  of  the  Branches 
be  broken  off,  and  thou  being  a  wildOhve-F r ee,wert  graffed 
in  among  them ,  and  with  them  partdkcjl  of  the  Root ,  and 
Fatnejtof  the  Olive-Free ,  &c.  Th t Olive-Tree  in  this  Al¬ 
legory  off  the  Apoftle,can  be  applied  to  nothing  elfe,with 
any  Propriety,  than  the  Church  of  Ifrael  •,  {Jer.  1 1. 
1 6.  T hi  Lord  called  thy  Name  a  green  Olive ,  fair  and  of 
goodlyFruit — )  The  Root  whereof  was  theCovenant  with 
Abraham ,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob,  which  was  the  Root  of  all 
the  vifible  Church- Privileges  of  the  Jews,  fignified  by 
iheFatnefs  of  theOlive-Tree;  oneof  the  principal  whereof 
was  theCovenant*  Intereft  of  their  Seed  with  the  annexed 
Seal,  whereby  they  were  conftituted  Members  of  the 
Church  of  Ifrael.  Th ejews  w?ere  the  natural  Branches, 
many  of  w?hom  were  broken  of  becaufe  of  Unbelief •  20. 
The  Gentile  Churches  wer ^Branches  of  a  wi'ldOlive-Tree, 
thro’  Faith  in  Chrift  graffed  into  the  good  Olive-Tree, 
tw.21,24.  And  being  graffed  in  among  the  believing 
Jews,  partook  with  them  of  the  Root  and  Fatnefs  of  the 
Olive-Free  \  that  is,  had  Communion  with  them  in  the 
Root  of  Abrahams  Covenant,  and  in  the  Privileges  and 
Bleffings  derived  thence.  So  the  Gentiles  come  to  be 
Fellow -Heirs  with  the  Jews,  and  Partakers  of  the  fame 
Promife  in  Chrift  by  the  GofpeL  Eph.3.6.  Whence  it  un¬ 
deniably  follows, that  under  the  Gofpel-Difpenfation  the 
Seed  of  Believers  have  as  good  a  T  itle  to  the  Covenant 
and  Seal  of  it  too,  as  ever  the  Seed  of  the  JewifhChurch 
had.  by  virtue  of  God's  firft  Inftitution  ot  his  Covenant 
with  the  Patriarchs  of  that  Church. 

(5.)  I  fhall  add  but  one  more  Teflimony  to  this  Pur- 
pofe,  which,  if  rightly  explain’d,  I  apprehend  to  be  an 
Evidence  of  equal  Light  and  Force, with  the  foregoing  : 
It  is  in  the  fame  Epiftle  to  thtRomans, Chap.  1 5.8,9, &c. 
Now  I  fay, that  Jefus  Chrift  was  a  Minifter  of  the  Cir  cum- 
cifion  for  the  Truth  of  God,  to  confirm  the  Promifes  made 

unto 
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unto  the  Father sg,  and  that  the  Gentiles  might  9  lor  if y  God 
for  his  Mercy 7&c.  1  he  Fathers  to  whom  the  Promifes 

were  made,  were  Abraham ,  Ifaac ,  and  Jacoby  the  chief 
Fathers  of  the  Jewifh  Church.  And  what  were  thePro** 
mife^s  made  to  them,  but  thofe  mo  ft  noted  and  compre* 
henfive  ones,  of  Blejjing  all  Nations  in  their  Seed ,  and  of 
being  a  God  to  them ,  and  to  their  Seed  ?  Thefe  Chrift  has 
confirm'd \  firft  to  the  Jews}  fas  he  was  a  Minister  of  the 
(tircumcijion ,  i.e.  of  tne  JewifhChurch,to  which  he  chiefly 
confin  d  his  perfonal  Miniftry)  and  afterwards  to  th tGen- 
tueSy  by  the  preaching  of  hisApoftles  *,  that  the  G entiles , 
together  with  the  Jews ,  might  glorify  God  for  the  fame 
Mercy ,  tne  BlefTing  of  Abraham  being* come  upon  them, 
according  to  the  Tenor  of  thofe  Promifes.  But  now,  if 
the  Infant-Seed  of  Believers, under  theGofpel-Adminiftra* 
tion,  be  cut  off  from  theirShare  in  the  Covenant  andPro- 
mife,  then  Chrift  has  not  confirm’d  the  Promifes  made  to 
therathers,  untoNew-T  eftament-Believers,but  extream- 
ly  diminifh’d  them.  But  the  Apoftle  plainly  r^ftifies  the 
contrary,  that  he  has  confirm’d  them,  and  this  by  his 
Death  and  Refurrection,  and  by  the  pouring  out  of  the 
Spirit,  by  hisGofpel-Doftrine  and  Inftitution,  by  adopt¬ 
ing  them  into  his  new  Covenant,  as  the  principalMattcr 
of  it,  and  appointing  Baptifm  and  the  Sacrament  of  his 
Supper  to  be  the  Tokens  and  Seals  of  the-Bleftings  of 
thofe  Promifes,  whereby  they  are  confirm’d  and  perpe¬ 
tuated,  to  the  End  of  the  World.  Thus  I  have  fhewed 
from  divers  plain  and  pertinent  Texts  of  Scripture,  that 
it  is  the  Will  of  God,  that  his  Covenant  with  Abraham 
and  his  Seed  fhould  continue, and  be  confirm’d  to  Gofpel- 
Believers  and  their  Seed,  thro’  all  Ages  :  And  confo 
quently,  that  the  Infants  of  the  Church  are  interefted,  as 
Federates  with  God,  under  the  Evangelical  Adminiftra- 
tion  of  the  Covenant.  —  Let  me  briefly  add  one  or  two 
more  Arguments. 

Fourthly ,  There  are  divers  exprefs  Declarations  in  the 
New-Teftament,  that  plainly  &  necefiarily  infer  the  Co- 
venantTntereft  of  the  Infant- Children  of  the  Faithful, 
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now  under  the  Gofpel.  I  fha.ll  mention  but  thiee,  that 
are  fufficiently  plain,  and  pertinent  to  the  Purpofe.  The 
two  firft  I  (hall  but  barely  propound,  becaufe  1  (hall  have 
Occafion  largely  to  vindicate  them, in  the  next  Chapter. 

1.  One  is  that  Paflage,  particularly  recorded  by  three 
of  the  Evangelifts,  of  Chrift’s  encouraging  littleChildren 
to  be  bro’t  to  him,  his  teftifying  his  Difpleafure  againft 
thofethat  forbad  them,  his  taking  them  up  in  hisArms,and 
bleffing  them,  and  declaring  that  of  fuch  is  the  Kingdom 
of  God .  JVlatth.  1 9.  13,  14.  Mark.  10.  13,  14.  Luk.  18. 
15,  16.  Which  is  the  fame  Thing  in  other  Words,  as  if 
he  had  faid,  that  fuch  little  Children  are  Subjects  of  the 
Gofpel-  Adminiftration  of  God’s  Covenant.  And  it  Men 
would  ftand  to  thisTeftimony  of  our  Saviour, one  would 
think  it  fully  decifive  of  the  Point  in  Difpute. 

2.  Another  plainDeclaration,  to  the  fame  Purpofe,  is 
that  of  the  Apoftle,  1  Cor.  7.  14. — Elfe  were  your  Chil¬ 
dren  unclean  ♦,  but  now  are  they  holy .  TheTerm  holy  is  never 
applied  to  any  of  Mankind  in  the  whole  Scripture,  but: 
fuch  as  are  in  Covenant  with  God,  and  feparated  to  his 
Service  :  and  by  this  Term  the  federate  People  of  God 
are  often  diftinguifh’d  from  the  uncovenanted  and  uncir- 
cumcifedHeathen,who,in  Oppofition  to  them,  are  fpoken 
of  as  unclean.  Let  it  luffice  to  produce  one  Text,  where 
the  fameDiftinftion  occurs,  which  may  ferve  to  explain,  and 
fettle  thetrue  Meaning  of  thefeWords  of  the  Apoftle.  Ifai. 
52.1.— 0  Jerufalem ,  the  holy  City ,  henceforth  there jhall  no 
more  come  into  thee  the  uncircumcifed ,  &  the  unclean .  T ak- 
ing  the  Words  in  this  Senfe  (which  is  the  true  Scripture 
Senie)  we  have  from  this  Teftimony  of  the  Apoftle,  full 
Proof  of  thelnfant-Children  of  Believers  being  taken  into 
federal  Relation  to  God  *,  for  on  no  other  Account  could 
they  be  denominated  /ATy, according"  to  the  ufual  Stile  of 
Scripture.  Thefe  twoPaftages  are  excepted  againft  by  Dr. 
Gz7/,but  how  weakly,  will  be  fhewn  in  the  next  Chapter. 

3.  We  have  a  Declaration,  or  general  Defcription  of 
thofe  whom  God  will  admit  as, Federates  with  him  in  the 
new  Covenant,  Heb,  8.  8,  Behold ,  the  Days  come  ( faith 
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the  Lord)  that  I  will  make  a  new  Covenant  with  the  Houfe 
cf  Ifrael,  and  the  Houfe  of  Judah,  &c.  /.  10.  This  is  the 
Covenant  that  I  will  make  with  the  Houfe  ^/Ifrael  after 
tbofe  Days ,  &c.  Cited  from  theProphet,  Jer.  31.31,33, 
The  Author  or  Maker  of  the  Covenant  is  the  Lord’  Je- 
hoyah ,  who  has  a  fovereign  Right  to  declare,  whom  he 
will,  and  whom  he  will  not,  accept  as  Federates  in  his 
new  Covenant,  Whom  he  excludes  in  his  Word,  it  be¬ 
longs  not  toMen  to  admit  :  and  whom  he  accepts, noMan 
fhould  dare  to  exclude.  Now  the  Enquiry  is,  Who  are 
thofe  whom  God  will  account  Federates  v/ith  him  in  the 
r  Covenant,  under  the  Denomination  of  the  Hcuje  of 
•  If  it  comprehends  in  it  Infant-Children,  this  will 
determine  the  Point  without  further  Difpute  ;  for  thofe 
feveral  Sorts  of  Perfons  that  are  included  in  that  Deno¬ 
mination,  are  the  federate  Party,  with  whom  God  makes 
his  newCovenant.  And  for  theRefolution  hereof, we  muft 
enquire  into  twoThings.  1.  What  is  meant  by  the  Houfe 
cf  Ifrael?  2.  How  the  antientCovenant  flood  yv'\thljra<l  ? 

Firft ,  What  is  meant  by  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  ?  The 
Word,  Houfe ,  as  here  ufed,  is  by  a  Metonymy  commonly 
known,  put  for  the  Inhabitants,  the  People, or  Perfons  of 
the  Houfe  :  Now  if  we  take  it  in  the  large  ft  Senle,  for 
the  whole  People  of  Ifrael ,  This,  without  Controverfy, 
includes  all  Sorts,  Men,  Women,  Children  and  Infants. 
And  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  here  feems  plainly  to  be  under¬ 
flow  d  in  the  fame  Extent  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  whom 
God  broft  out  of  theLandofEg}’/)/, refeed  to,/.  9.  Among 
whom, it  is  undoubted, theirChildren  and  little  Ones, were 
included.  Or  if  we  take  it  in  theftrideft  Senfe,for  a  par¬ 
ticular  Family,  this  alfo  includes  Parents  and  Children, 
how  Young  foever  *,  yea,  the  Houfe  is  manyTimes  taken 
for  theRace,  the  Offspring  &  Pofterity  of  fucha  Family. 
As  when  God  promiled  by  Natban>to  eftablifh  theKing- 
dom  in  David' s  Family,  to  his  Sons,  &  Pofterity,  David 
thus  exprelfes  his  grateful  Senfe  of  the  Favour,  2  Sam. 
7.  19.  Thou  halt  fpoken  alfo  of  thy  Servants  Houfe  for  a 
great  while  to  come.  ThePhrafe  often  occurs  in  thisSenfe, 
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in  Scripture.  So,  theHoufe  of  Ihazt^and  theHoufe  fl/Aaron,, 
pfal.  115.12.  mean  nothing  elie,  but  their  Children  and 
Pofterity  ;  and  God’s  blefiing  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  &c.  is 
interpreted  to  intend  them  and  their  Children,  ver.  14.  In 
eitherSenfe,th tHoufe  takes  in  theChildren, without  excep¬ 
tion  of  any  Age  or  Sex.  And  if  the  Covenant  be  made 
with  the  Houfe  or  Family,  none  can  doubt,  butChildren 
are  included  with  theirParents.  If  it  be  faid,that  theHoufe 
oilfrael  muff  be  underftood  according  to  theSubjed- Mat¬ 
ter  treated  of, and  if  this  be  of  fuch  a  Nature  as  Children 
and  Infants  are  uncapable  of, it  is  reafonable  to  underftand 
it  fpoken  of  elder  Perfons  only,  the  Pleads  of  Houfes. 
Granting  that  this  fometimes  may  be  theCafe,  it  remains 
then  to  enquire,  whether  Infants  are  uncapable  of  being 
entred  Federates  with  God  in  his*  Covenant  ?  If  not,  this 
Exception  can  have  no  Place  here.  Wherefore  our  next 
Enquiry  is, 

Secondly ,  How  the  ancient  Covenant  flood  with  the 
Houfe  of  Ifrael  ?  For  tho’  theNew-Covenant  befo  called 
in  Refpedt  of  a  Change  in  the  Mode  of  Adminiftration, 
and  fome  additional  Excellencies,  wherein  it  differs  from 
the  former  ;  yet  it  is  not  called  aNew-Covenant  in  Ref- 
pe£t  of  any  Change  in  the  Federates,  who  were  the  fame 
under  the  Old  &  New  Adminiftration  ;  I  mean  not,  as 
to  Individuals,  but  as  to  the  feveral  Sorts  of  Perfons  in¬ 
tended  by  this  Denomination,  The  Houfe  of  Ifrael.  The 
Old  Covenant  was  made  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael ;  and 
God  faith,  1  will  make  a  new  Covenant  with- the  Houfe  of 
Ifrael — (And  they  were  natural  Ifraelites  and  naturaliz’d 
Strangers,  that  i sffcws&c  Profelytes, with  whom  the  New- 
Covenant  was  firlt  made  •,  of  whom  we  read,  AH. 2.  who 
were  therefore  properly  thePIoufe  of  Ifrael )—  fo  that  the 
federates  were  the  fame  in  both  Covenants,  without  the 
leaft  Intimation  of  a  Difference,  or  the  lead  Exception  of 
any  Sort  of  Perfons  in  the  New-Covenant,  that  were  ad¬ 
mitted  in  the  Old.  Now  I  have  before  fhewed,  that  the 
Covenant  with  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  under  the  Old  Tefia- 
ment,  took  in  their  Children  and  little  Ones,  from  the  ex- 
:  '  prefs 
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prefsVvords  of  Mofes^Dtut,!^.  who  addreffing  the  whole 
Body  of  that  People,  faith,  ver.  io.  Tejtand  this  Day  all 
cf you  before  the  Lord  your  Godf&z.  ( your  little  Ones ,  par¬ 
ticularly,  ver.  ii.)  that  thou  fhouldejl  enter  into  Covenant 
with  thsLord  thy  Godfac.f .  1 2.  And  this,purfuant  to  the 
Intention  of  God’s  Covenant  with  dbraham  and  hisSeed, 
as  Mofes  intimates,  .ver.  13.  But  left  any  Wrangler 
fhould  lay,  their  little  Ones  might  be  fuch  as  had  grown 
to  fome  Exercife  of  Reafon,  fo  as  to  be  capable  of  giving 
their  Confent,  Mofes  adds,  ver.  14,15.  Neither  with  you 
only  do  I  make  thisCovenant — But  with  him  that  is  not  here 
with  us  this  Day  :  Which  may  be  fitly  underftood  of  their 
Pofterity,Children  yet  unborn, reprefented  in  that  folemn 
Tranfabtion  by  their  Progenitors  •,  and  furely  new  born 
Infants  are  not  lefs  capable  of  the  Covenant.  And  elfe- 
where  they  are  fpoken  of  as  Members  of  the  Congrega¬ 
tion  of  Ifrael ,  Joel  2. 1 5, 1 6.  Call  a  folemn  rfembly ,  gather 
the  People ,  fanffify  the  Congregation ,  afemble  the  Elders , 
gather  the  Children ,  and  thoje  that  fuck  the  Breajls.  Chil¬ 
dren  therefore,  and  fucking  Babes,  were  reckoned  of  the 
Church  &  Congregation -of  Ifrael.  As  this  wholly  takes 
off  the  Objebtion  of  Infants  Incapacity  of  being  entred 
into  Covenant  with  God,  and  of  becoming  Members  of 
his  Church,  fo  it  leaves  no  Manner  of  Doubt,  but  that 
the  fame  Sort  of  Perfons  were  intended  by  God  to  be  Fe¬ 
derates  with  him,  when  he  declares,  that  he  will  make 
a  new  Covenant  with  the  Houfe  cf  Ifrael ;  And  confe- 
quently,that  the  Infant  Children  cf  vifibleBelievers, under 
the  Gofpel,  are  taken  in  with  theirParents  into  thisNew- 
Covenant  :  Which  was  the  Thing  to  be  demonftrated. 
For  which  Purpofe  I  have  produced  abundant  Evidence 
from  the  Scriptures  of  the  New-Teftament  :  But  that  it 
may  appear,  this  is  not  a  New-Teftament  Dobtrine  only, 
let  me  add, 

Fifthly ,  There  are  plain  Flints  in  the  Scriptures  of  the 
Old-Teftament,  yea  and  exprefs  Predictions,  that  the 
Covenant  fhould  run  in  the  fameTenor,with  the  Faithful 
and  theirSced,  in  Gofpd-Times,as  ever  it  had  done  from 
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the  Beginning.  Let  me  briefly  cite  a  lew  Teftimonies* 
to  confirm  this. — To  begin  with  Mofes,  in  Dent.  30.  (in 
which  Chapter  there  is  more  of  Evangelical  Dootiine, 
than  in  any  one  elie  in  the  Books  of  A tofes,  and  winch 
evidently  refers  to  the  I  imes  of  the  Gofpel,  as  I  have 
fhewed)  there  is  this  evangelical  Promife,  /.  6.  7 he  Lot  d 
thy  God  will  circumcife  thine  He  art, and  theHeart  of  thy  Seed , 
to  love  the  Lord  thy  God ,  &c.  To  circumcife  the  Heart  is 
to  purge  it  jfYom  viciousAffeCtions,  &to  incline  it  prevail¬ 
ingly  to  the  Faith  &Love  of  God*  &Obedience  to  him. 
But  why  does  he  ufe  the  Phrafe  of  circumcifing  the  Heart  ? 
Plainly  in  Allufion  to  the  ancient  Seal  of  Circumcifion,as 
being  the  fpiritual  Grace  of  the  Covenant,  fignified  by 
that  federal  Rite,  which  was  by  divine  Inftitution  applied 
to  Parents  and  their  Infant-Seed.  Which  leads  us  to  un- 
derftand  the  Rule  and  Method  of  God’s  Difpenfation  of 
New-Covenant  Grace,  even  to  believing  Parents  &  their 
Seed,  according  to  the  ancient  Tenor  of  the  Covenant  of 
Circumcifion.  Whence  we  may  argue,  Thofe  to  whom 
God  haspromifed  to  difpenfe  the  Grace  of  hisCovenant, 
are  to  be  reputed  fuch  as  he  has  taken  intoCovenanr  with 
himfelf ;  and  indeed  there  can  be  nogreaterEvidence  than 
this, of  a  Covenant-Intereft  :  But  to  Parents  &  their  Seed 
in  Gofpel-Times  God  has  promifed  the  Grace  of  his  Co¬ 
venant,  to  circumcife  their  Heart,  and  the  Heart  of  their 
Seed,  &c.  Therefore  God  defign’d  to  take  Parents  with 
their  Seed  into  his  New-Covenant. — Again  in  PfaL  22. 
which  contains  a  Prediction  of  the  Sufferings  of  Chrift, 
and  the  Glory  that  fhould-foltow  *,  and  as  Part  of  that 
Glory,  it  is  promifed,/.  30.  A  Seedjhall  ferve  him, it Jhall 
te  accounted  to  the  Lord  for  a  Generation .  i.  e.  A  Seed  a- 
mong  theGentiles  (as  theEvent  manifefts)  fliall  be  adopt* 
ed  into  Abraham's  Covenant,  whom  the  Lord  will  ac¬ 
count  and  accept  as  his  Covenant-People,  together  with 
their  Seed  in  their  Generations,  as  the  ancient  jews  were  ; 
and  inftead  of  the  Jews,  who  were  broken  off,  and  un¬ 
church’d  becaufe  oftheirUnbelief&RejeCtion  ofChrift. — 
Another  Prcmife  or  Prediction  to  the  fame  Purpofe,  we 
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have  in  Ifa,  59-'  20  As  for  me,  this  is  my  Covenant  with 
them,  faito  the  Lord,  My  Spirit  that  is  upon  thee,  and  my 
Words  which  I  have  put  in  thy  Mouth,  fhall  not  depart  cut 
of  thy  Mouth,  nor  out  of  the  Mouth  of  thy  Seed,  nor  cut  of  ' 
the  .Mouth  of  thySeed's  Seed,  faith  theLord,from  henceforth 
and  for  ever.  That  this  Promife  refers  to  the  Gofpel- 
Diipenfation,  and  as  fome  think, to  a  particular  Period  of 
that  Difpenfation,  when  the  Jews  fhall  be  converted,  the 
Apoftle  teftifies&m  11.  26,  27.  If  it  refers  to  theCalling 
of  the  Jews  in  the  latter  Days,  this  makes  no  Odds  in 
the  prefent  Argument  j  for  we  know, the  Gofpel-Difpen- 
fation  is  invariably  the  fame  both  to  Jews  and  Gentiles. 
And  it  is  a  plain  Prediftion,  that  theNew-Covenant  that 
fhould  be  made  with  them,  fhould  hold  on  in  the  fame 
Tenor  as  ever  it  had  done  of  old,  with  them  and  their 
Seed,  from  Age  to  Age  to  the  End  of  theWorld. — Fur¬ 
ther  it  is  foretold,  Jer.  29.  when  God  fhould  raife  up  Da¬ 
vid  their  King  to  them,  whom  they  fhould  ferve,  who 
could  be  no  other  than  theScn  of  David,  the  Mejfiah,  to 
whom  the  Lord  gave  the  Throne  of  his  Father  David,  that 
their  Children  fhould  be  as  aforetime ,  Inheritors  of  the  Co¬ 
venant-Privileges  of  theirParents.  f.g.  20. — A  likePro- 
phecy  we  have  in  Ezek.  37.  24,  25,  26.  My  Servant 
David  fhall  be  King  over  them,  and  they  all  fhall  have  one 
Shepherd —  And  they  fhall  dwell  in  the  Land  that  I  have 
given  unto  Jacob  my  Servant. —  Even  they  and  their  Chil¬ 
dren,  and  their  Childrens  Children  for  ever.  And  my  Ser¬ 
vant  David  fhall  be  their  Prince  for  ever.  Moreover  I  will 
make  a  Covenant  of  Peace  with  them  ;  it  fhall  be  an  evcr- 
iafting  Covenant.  Whatever  Reference  thefe  two  Prophe¬ 
cies  laft  cited,  may  have  to  theState  of  thejews  after  their 
return  from  Captivity, yet  certainly  they  look  further, and 
have  their  ultimate  and  compleat  Accomplifnment  only 
in  the  Times  of  theXingdom  of  Chriff, wherein  it  is  pro- 
rnifed  (though  in  Language  borrowed  from  theOid-Te- 
ftament)  that  the  Covenant- State  of  Children  fhall  abide 
as  aforetime,  and  that  the  Inheritance  of  vifibleChurch- 
Privileges,  lhali  be  tranfmitted  from  Parents  to  Children 
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in  fucceffive  Generations,  as  they  had  been  of  Old  to 
the  natural  Seed  of  Jacob.  I  might  produce  feveral  other 
PafTages  out  of  the  Pfalms  tkPrcpbets, that  have  the  fame 
Reference  and  Meaning;.  But  I  forbear.  What  has  been 
alleg’d  may  fuffice  to  fhew,  that  the  Old-Teftament  is  no 
Stranger  to  the  Do&rine  of  the  Covenant-Intereft  of  the 
Seed  of  the  Faithful  under  theNevv.  But  the  Teftimonies 
given  to  it  from  the  Scriptures  of  theNew-Teftament  are 
moft  clear /And  convidtive,  which  have  therefore  been  more 
largely  iniifted  on. 

And  lor  a  Conclufion  of  this  Head,  let  me  point  out 
the  manifeft  and  grofsAbfurdities,that  follow  on  the  con¬ 
trary  Opinion,  which  excludes  the  Infants  of  Chriftians 
from  all  Right  or  Intereft  in  theCovenant  of  Grace.  For 
hence  it  follows,  ( 1 )  That  the  New-TeftamentAdmini- 
ftration  of  the  Covenant,which  is  reprefented  inScripture 
as  more  excellent  and  perfect  than  the  foregoing,  more 
extenfive  and  comprehenfive  in  otherRefpebts,  as  talcing 
in  all  Nations  as  well  as  Jews^  is  yet  in  thisRefpeft  more 
con  traded  and  diminifhed,  as  it  excludes  the  Children  of 
Believers,  who  make  up  a  great  Part  ("if  not  the  greateft ) 
of  the  Nations,  or  of  thofe  Families  of  theEarth  that  be¬ 
lieve  in  Chrift,  on  whom  it  was  foretold  that  theBleffins: 
of  Abraham  fhould  come.  (2)  It  follows  that  all  the 
Promifes  of  God  are  not  confirm’d  by  theDeath  of  Chrift, 
nor  are  they  in  him,  Yea  and  Amen ,  but  rather  Yea  and 
Nay  ;  for  if  that  moll;  valuable  Promife  of  God’s  being 
a  God  to  the  Seed  of  Abraham ,  be  not  in  the  Subftance 
of  it,  digefted  into  his  New- Covenant,  it  is  abolilh’d  by 
theDeath  of  Chrift  :  how  then  hath  he  confirmed  the  Pro - 
mifes  made  to  the  Fathers  ?  (3)  It  follows,  that  though 

Chrift  has  on  all  Occafions  exprefs’d  a  kind  Regard  to 
little  Children, taking  fuch  in  his  Arms  and  bleiling  them, 
and  declaring  that  of  fuch  is  the  Kingdom  of  God  ;  yet  he 
has  blotted  out  their  Title  to  all  federal  Relation  toGod  : 
which  implies  a  Contradiction,  as  well  as  an  Abfurdity. 
("4')It  follows,that  thoughChrift  has  made  itourDuty  to 
receive  fuch  littleChildren  in  bis  Name, Mar. g.  36,3  y.  yet  he 
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himfelf  has  rejeded  them,  and  by  the  Conftitution  of  his 
New-Covenant  has  cut  them  off  from  the  Covenant- 
Mercies  of  God.  (5)  It  follows,  that  a  Jewifh  Parent 
could  not  come  over  into  the  New-Covenant  at  the  firft 
Preaching  and  Promulgation  of  it,  or  become  a  Chriftian, 
without  great  Lofs  and  Detriment  to  his  Children,  by  re¬ 
nouncing  theirPart  in  God’s  Covenant,  and  calling  them 
out  among  Heathens  and  Aliens,  excluding  them  from 
all  Hope  in  Chrift  (at  lead  till  they  grow  up  to  a  Ca¬ 
pacity  of  repenting  &  believing)  and  by  depriving  him- 
felf  (if  his  Children  die  young)  of  all  Comfort  and  Hope 
in  the  Promife  of  their  eternal  Salvation.  How  eafy  had 
it  been  for  a  Jew  to  objed,  I  have  the  Covenant  already 
fealed  to  me  and  my  Children  by  the  Appointment  of 
Gcd,  who  are  thereby  taken  in  among  his  chofen  diftin- 
guifh’d  People,  fepara?ed  from  the  Heathen  World, and 
intitled  to  peculiar  Favours  :  but  by  fubmitting  to  this 
new  Difpenfation  of  Chrift,  whatever  perfonal  Advanta¬ 
ges  I  may  exped,  yet  in  fo  doing,  I  fhall  deprive  my 
Children  of  all  the  Privileges  accruing  to  them  by  the 
Covenant  with  the  Seed  of  Abraham ,  cancel  their  Title 
to  the  Promife,  thruft  them  out  from  the  Inheritance  of 
theirFathers,&  leave  them  to  theGod  of  thisWorld  with 
uncovenantedPagans,as  having  noPart  with  theLordGod 
of  IfraeL  Why  then  do  you  perfuade  me  to  embrace 
the  Chriftian  Religion  ?  This  would  have  been  an  invin¬ 
cible  Gbftacle  to  the  Jews  coming  over  to  the  Faith  of 
Chrift.  We  find  in  theNew-  Teftament  how  zealous  the 
Jews  were  (even  thofe  that  believed  in  Chrift)  for  the 
Circumcifion  of  their  Children,  that  ancient  Seal  of  the 
Promife  •,  and  how  provok’d  they  were  at  what  they  had 
heard  of  Paul's  teaching  the  Jews  that  were  among  the 
Gentiles  ,that  they  ought  not  to  circumcife  their  Children.  Ad, 
21.21.  How  much  more  had  they  been  provok’d,  if 
Chriftian  Baptifm  had  not  been  fubftituted  in  its  Room  ? 
And  much  more  ftill,  if  by  theDodrine  of  this  New- 
Covenant  their  Children  had  been  cut  oft'  from  all  Cove¬ 
nant-Relation  to,  and  Intereft  in  Gcd  ?  (6.)  It  follows, 
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that  the  Children  of  Chriftians  are  in  a  worfe  State, than 
the  Children  of  the  Jews  under  the  Old- 1  eftament  *,  lor 
the  latter  were  conteffediy  taken  with  their  Patents  in  .o 
Covenant  with  God,  and  thereby  into  a  Capacity  or 
Salvation  ;  but  the  former  being  left  out  among  Aliens, 
are  without  Chriji ,  without  God  in  t  he  lV or  Id,  and  without 
Hope .  Eph.  2.  12.  For  it  is  certain, that  if  it  be  the  V*  ill 
of  God,  thajt  the  Children  of  Chriftians  fhou’d  be  exclud¬ 
ed  from  tW  Covenant  of  Grace,  it  is  his  Will  that  they 
fhould  be  excluded  from  a  State  of  Salvation  :  becaufe  the 
only  revealed  Method  of  Salvation  for  apoftate  Mankind 
is  in  the  Way  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  propounded  in 
theScriptures.  Thefe  &many  the  like Ablurdities,  that  na¬ 
turally  follow  upon  the  Denial  of  Childrens  Intereft  witn 
their  Parents  in  the  New-Covenant,are  not  to  be  endured 
by  Chriftians,  and  may  ferve  to  confirm  the  foregoing 
Arguments, offer’d  inVindication  of  the  contrary  Truth. 

1  have  dwelt  the  longer  on  this  Head,  to  evince  the 
Right  of  the  Infant-Children  of  confederate  Parents  in 
the  Covenant  under  the  New -T eft  ament ,  becaufe  I  look 
upon  it  as  the  firm  folid  Bafts,  or  Scripture-Ground  of  the 
Title  of  fuchChildren  toBaptifm.  For  fuppofing  Chrift’s 
Inftitution  of  Baptifm  to  be  the  initiating  Token  &  Seal 
of  hisNew  Covenant,which  he  has  ordained  to  be  preach’d 
and  feal’d  by  his  Minifters  to  all  Nations,-  without  Limi¬ 
tation  to  any  Sex  or  Age,  nothing  more  can  be  requir’d 
to  prove  the  Validity  of  the  Baptifm  of  fuch  Children, 
or  to  make  up  an  unanfwerable  Argument  in  Defence  of 
their  Right  to  it,  than  God’s  admitting  &  accepting  the 
Children  of  Believers  as  Federates  in  theNew* Covenant, 
and  the  parental  Right  and  Power  of  dedicating  them 
unto  God  :  Both  which  have  been  fully  demonftrated* 
But  before  I  proceed  to  confider  Dr.  G/7/’s  Pretenfions  in 
Reply  to  this  Argument,  there  is  one  or  two  Things 
more  to  be  premis’d. 

6.  When  we  fpeak  of  theCovenant  of  Grace, or  of  any 
Perfon’s  Intereft  in,  or  Exclufion  from  it,  the  Covenant 
of  Grace  is  to  be  conftder’d  either  inRefpeft  of  its  vifible 
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Adtniniftration,  or  in  Refpedof  its  internal  fpiritual  Ef- 
iicacy.  Or  thus,  we  mult  diftinguiffi  between  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace  outwardly  adminifter’d  in  the  vifible 
Church,  &  inwardly  receiv’d  by  a  fpiritual  Difpenfation 
of  its  Grace  to  the  Souls  of  Men.  There  is  a  Neceffity 
of  admitting  thisDilfindion  ;  otherwife  we  ffiali  run  into 
all  Confufion,in  our  Conceptions  and  Difcourfes  on  this 
Subjed.  The  fame  Man  may  be  truly  affirmed  to  be 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  as  truly  deny’d  to  be  in 
thatCovenant,which  mayfeem  an  abfoluteContradidion  ; 
uniefs  we  obferve,by  the  Help  of  fuch  a  Diftinclion  as 
this,  in  whatRefped  he  is  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, and 
in  what  he  is  not.  A  Man  may  be  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  in  Refpedof  its  vifible  Adminiftration, as  all  are  who 
make  a  credible  Profeffion  of  their  Confent  to  it,  &  come 
under  theSeals  of  it  ;  and  yet  he  may  not  be  in  the  Co- 
venantof  Grace  inRegard  of  its  fpiritualDifpenfation  and 
Efficacy.  This  is  the  Cafe  of  all  clofe  Hypocrites, who 
cannot  be  diftinguiffi’d  by  Man  from  thofe  that  are  fin- 
cere,  and  yet  their  religious  Profeffion  and  Behaviour  is 
fuch  as  entitles  them  to  our  Charity,  and  by  the  Rule  of 
Charity  they  are  to  be  accounted  and  treated  as  trueCon- 
federates,though  deftitute  of  a  graciousPrinciple  of  Faith 
and  Love  to  God.  This  Diftindion  is  fo  well  known, 
and  approv’d  by  all  Divines,  that  it  were  needlefs  to  fay 
any  more  about  it,  but  that  the  Want  pf  obferving  it 
feems  the  Caufe  of  all  that  Indiftindnefs,  and  Confulion 
that  runs  through  Dr.  Gill’s  Difcourfe  on  this  Head,  who 
never  tells  us  clearly  what  he  means  by  being  in  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace.  As  far  as  I  can  underftand  him,  he 
difallows  this  Diftindion,  holding  that  all  and  only  the 
Eled  are  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  For  fays  he,P.  4 7. 
“  The  Covenant  of  Grace  was  made  with  Chriil,  and 
i(  his  People  in  him  from  Everlafting.”  And  fo  he  con¬ 
founds  the  two  Covenants,which  I  have  before  prov’d  to 
be  entirely  diftind  ;  and  have  alfo  prov’d  that  many  of 
the  Eled  are,  in  their  natural  State,  Strangers  from  the 
Covenant,  both  as  to  its  outward  Adminiftration,and  in¬ 
ward 
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ward  Efficacy.  And  yet  he  goes  on  to  fay,  P.  5  r .  Thofe 
who  are  in  this  Covenant  “  have  all  of  them  the  Laws 
“  of  God  put  into  their  Minds,  and  written  in  their 
u  Hearts.55  Which  feems  aContradidtion  to  what  he  had 
faid  before  :  unlefs  he  will  affert,  that  all  that  are  in  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  have  the  Laws  of  God  written  in 
their  Hearts\  from  Everlafting,  and  confequently  are 
fandlify’d  as  well  asjuftify’d  from  Eternity  ;  which  is 
againft  common  Senfe.  For  if  it  be  true, that  all  that  are 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  have  the  Laws  of  God  written 
in  their  Hearts,  then  it  is  certain  that  the  Eledl  were  not 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  from  Everlafting  :  For  before 
their  Converfion  they  have  not  the  Law  of  God  written 
in  their  Hearts,  but  the  Law  of  Sin  governs  there.  5Tis 
true,  indeed,  that  all  who  are  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
in  Regard  of  its  inward  Efficacy,  have  the  Law  of  God 
written  in  their  Hearts ;  but  this  is  not  true  of  all  that 
are  in  that  Covenant  in  Refpedl  of  its  outward  Admini- 
ftration.  This  Diftindfion  well  obferv’d,  will  help  to  dis¬ 
cover  the  Sophiftry  of  molt  of  Dr.  Gill’ s  Arguments,  as 
I  have,  in  Part,  fhewed  already.  I  fhall  endeavour  there- 
fore  to  make  it  good  in  a  few  Words. 

Firft ,  It  may  be  made  good  by  a  foregoing  Obferva- 
tion,  that  the  Covenant  of  Grace  isjn  its  ejfential  Conftitu- 
tionjne  and  the  fame  under  various  Forms  of  Adminijiration. 
If  indeed  this  Covenant  was  made  with  Men  fromEver- 
lafting,  as  Dr.  Gill  imagines,  I  fee  no  Need  of  any  Ordi¬ 
nances  or  outward  Adminirtrations  to  bring  Men  into  it. 
But  as  I  have  proved  the  Covenant  to  be  Conditional, 
confiftingof  mutualStipulations,Promifes&Engagements 
between  God  and  Men,  fo  God  has  feen  meet  in  hisWif- 
dom  and  Goodnefs  to  appoint  a  Miniftry,  &  Ordinances 
in  his  Church,  as  the  outward  Means  of  tranfadting  the 
Covenant  between  himfelf  and  his  People.  And  tho5  in 
Regard  of  the  inward  Frame  and  Conftitution  of  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace,  thofe  only  may  be  faid  to  be  within  it, 
who  have  received  the  Grace  of  the  Covenant,  and  have 
true  Faith  and  Piety  in  their  Hearts,  yet  all  thofe  may 
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be  truly  faid  to  be  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  in  Regard 
of  its  external  Adminiftration,  who.  according  to  theWill 
of  God  are  brought  under  that  Adminiftration,  or  by 
profefied  Confent  fubmit  to  it  ,  whether  they  have  true 
Faith  and  Piety  in  their  PIearts,or  not.  So  all  thePeople 
of  Ijraelemved  into  Covenant  with  God  under  the  Mini- 
ftry  oi  Mojes  •,  call  it  a  legaIAdminiftration,if  you  pleafe, 
yet  it  was  oneForm  of  Adminiftration  of  a  true  Covenant 
of  Grace.  So  under  the  Gofpel- Adminiftration,  though 
the  Covenant  continuing  eftentially  the  fame,  the  fame 
true  Faith  and  Piety  in  the  Heart  is  ftiil  requifue,  as  an 
Evidence  of  an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant,  in  Refpeift  of 
its  inward  Application  ;  yet  the  conditional  Propofition 
of  Chrift  and  GofpeCBenefits  by  the  Miniftry  he  has  ap  • 
pointed  in  his  Church,  brings  all  that  profefiedly  confent 
to  it, with  their  Seed,  under  the  outwardAdminiftration  ; 
who  may  therefore  be  truly  faid  in  that  Refpe&  to  be  in 
the  Covenant  of  Grace,  for  they  have  a  Right  to  all  the 
Ordinances  &  external  Privileges  of  the  Church, whether 
they  be  truly  regenerated,  or  have  true  faving  Grace  in 
their  Hearts,  or  no,  which  is  not  difcernable  to  Man. 

Wherefore, 

,  Secondly,  It  may  be  made  good  from  its  Coincidence 
with  the  commonly  received  Diftinction  of  the  Church 
into  vifible  and  invilible. 

The  invifibleChurch  confifts  of  all,  &  only  real  Sain  ts^ 
called  invifible,becaufe  that  Grace  in  the  Heart, which  is 
their  diftinguifhing  Character,  is  invifible  to  the  World, 
and  difcernable  only  to  theEye  of  God.  All  theMembers 
of  this  invifible  Church,  it  will  be  granted,  are  in  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  in  Regard  of  its  fpiritual  Efficacy, 
The  viftbleChurch  confifts  of  all  that  make  a  vifiblePro- 
feffion  of  the  Chriftian  Faith  &Reiigion,  not  ccntradicled 
in  their  Lives  among  whom,  it  is  not  doubted,  there 
are  many  real  Hypocrites,  yet  all  thefe  are  in  the  Bonds 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  For  the  vifible  Church  is  no 
other  than  a  Society  of  Men  confederated  in  the  Bond  of 
the  Covenant,  for  the  Service  and  Worfhip  of  the  true 
-  God 
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God  in  his  Son  jefus  Chrift.  But  how, or  in  whatRefpc.ft 
are  all  fuch  Profoffors  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  Anfw. 
In  Refped  of  the  vifible  Adminiftration  of  it,  according 
to  divine  Inftitution.  The  Church  of  the  Old  Teftament 
was  founded  on  the  Covenant  vifibly  tranfa&ed  between 
God  and  Ifrael  by  Sacrifice.  Exod.  24.  6,  7,  8.  Hence 
Pfal.  50.  5.  Gather  'my  Saints  together  unto  me  ;  thofe  that 
have  made  aCjovenant  with  me  by  Sacrifice.  And  theGofpel- 
Church  has  no  other  Foundation  than  the  NewCovenant 
in  the  Blood  of  Chrift ,  the  great  Sacrifice  of  the  New  Te¬ 
ftament, 26.28.)  fince  it  is  a  profeffed Acceptance 
of,  and  Confent  to  the  conditional  Propofition  of  it,  that 
bringsall  adult  Members, with  theirSeed, under  its  vifible 
Adminiftration.  So  that  this  Diftindtion  of  theCovenant 
is  grounded  on  the  fame  Reafon  with  that  of  the  Church 
into  vifible,  and  invifible. 

4 Thirdly ,  It  is  further  made  good  by  the  Commiffion 
and  DiredlionChrift  has  given  his  Apoftles  andMinifters, 
Matt.  28.  19.  Go  teach  (or  difciple)  all  Nation?  ^baptizing 
them,&c.  Mar.  16.16.  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized^ 
fhall  be  faved .  Baptifm  is  a  folemn  Covenant-Dedication 
of  the  baptized,  to  God  the  Father, Son, andHolyGhoft  ; 
And  Chrift  has  inftrudied  and  diredled  his  Minifters  to 
baptize  all  that  profefs  themfelves  his  Difciples  and  Be¬ 
lievers, and  appear  fuch  to  ajudgment  of  Charity.  There¬ 
fore  it  can’t  rationally  be  denied,  that  all  fuch  are,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Will  of  Chrift, admitted  into  the  Covenant 
of  Grace, outwardly  adminiftred.  But  hasChrift  prom i fed 
Salvation  to  all  fuch  ProfelTors  without  Diftindtion, when 
he  faith,  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized^ {hall  be  faved  ? 
No,  but  to  thofe  only  who  alfo  believe  in  theirHearts ,  as 
well  as  conftfs  with  their  Mouths  pw\io  are  in  theCovenant 
of  Grace  in  Refpedt  of  its  fpiritualApplication.  ButChrift 
having  committed  the  Adminiftration  of  his  Covenant  to 
fallible  Men,  who  have  no  difcerning  of  the  Hearts  of 
others,  has  made  it  their  Duty  to  accept  a  credible  Pro- 
feftion,  as  their  Warrant  for  admitting  Perfons  to  theOr- 
dinances  &  Seals  of  the  Covenant.  I  fhall  only  add, 

Fourthly , 
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Fourthly ,  Its  Neceffity  will  appear  in  Order  to  the  ex¬ 
plaining  and  reconciling  feveral  Terms  and  Phrafes  of 
Scripture,  e.  g.  The  Apoftle  faith,  Rom.  9.  6.  They  are 
net  all  Ifrael^that  are  of  Ifrael.  How  is  this  to  be  unrid¬ 
dled  ?  That  all  Ifrael  were  a  People  in  Covenant  with 
God, is  undeniable, inRegard  of  its  vifibleAdminiftration ; 
but  all  were  not  in  Covenant,  in  Regard  of  its  fpiritual 
Application,  i  he  Kingdom  of  God,  fo  often  mentioned 
in  the  New-Teftament,  requires  the  fame  Diftindtion  for 
the  right  underftanding  of  it.  Hereby  is  intended  that 
gracious  divine  Government,  which  is  erefted  over  Men 
in  their  fallen  State,  difpens’d  by  Chri.ft  as  a  Mediator, 
in  Order  to  their  Recovery  and  Salvation.  And  the  great 
Inftrument  or  Rule  of  this  Difpenfation,  is  theGofpel 
orCovenant  of  Grace, which  is  therefore  fometimes  called 
the  Kingdom  of  God  Matt.  21.  43.  Now  there  is  nothing 
more  commonly  obferved,than  that  theKingdom  ofGod, 
in  the  Gofpel,  fignifies  either  the  divine  Rule  &Govern- 
ment  in  the  Souls  of  Men,  which  is  the  fatneThing  with 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  inwardly  difpens’d  and  received  ; 
or  the  external  Adminiftration  of  this  Government  by 
the  Laws  and  Ordinances  of  Chrift  in  the  vifibleChurch  j 
which  anfwers  to  the  Covenant  of  Grace  outwardly  ad- 
miniftred.  And  in  either  of  thefe  Refpefts,  Men  may 
be  truly  faid  to  be  in  the  Kingdom  of  God,  and  confe- 
quently  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  And  our  Saviour 
gives  the  Term  of  the  Children  of  the  Kingdom  to  both 
thefe  Sorts  of  Subjedfs.  As  when  he  faith.  Matt.  8.  12. 
The  Children  of  the  Kingdom  fhall  he  cajl  out  into  outer 
Darknefs  ;  He  means  the  Subjects  of  the  external  Admi- 
niftration  only.  And  when  he  faith,  in  explaining  the 
Parable  of  the  Tares,  Match.  13.  38.  The  good  Seed  are 
the  Children  of  the  Kingdom ,  i.  e.  the  Heirs  of  the  hea¬ 
venly  Kingdom,  f.  43.  He  fpeaks  of  the  Subjects  of  the 
internal  gracious  Difpenfation.  Again,  when  theGofpel 
Church  is  called  an  holy  Nation ,  1  Pet.  2.  9.  the  fame 
DiftinClion  is  to  be  made  ufe  of :  it  is  Holy,  either  really 
or  relatively  j  either  by  Covenant-Relation  to  God  only. 
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and  Separation  from  the  World  lor  holy  Services,  or  alfo 
by  true  SanCliftcation  of  theHeart,  wrought  by  theGrace 
of  theCovenant  inwardly  diipens’d  j  and  fo  it  correiponds 
with  both  Parts  of  theDiftin&ion  laid  down.  1  hus  our 
Saviour  faith,  Matt.  22.  14*  Many  are  called ,  but  few 
are  chojen. — Are  called  ;  to  what  ?  Called  to  theGofpel- 
Covenant,  called  to  the  Kingdom  of  #  God,  called  into  a 
vifible  Church-State  (all  which  are  fynonymous  Expref- 
fions)  under  the  outward  Adminiftration  ol  theCovenant. 
But  few  are  chofen .  i.  e.  Called  by  the  effeCfual  Grace  of 
the  Covenant,  purfuant  to  their  eternal  Election.  Many 
the  likeExpreftions  there  are, that  require  the  likeDiflinc- 
tion  ;  but  it  may  feem  fuperfluous,  and  almoft  trifling, 
to  infill  on  the  Illuftration  of  a  Matter  fo  clear  and  plain 
in  itfelf  :  Yet  the  Neceffity  of  thisDiftinfl  ion  will  appear 
in  the  Sequel,  for  clearing  and  fettling  the  Truth  in  Op- 
pofition  to  Dr.  GUI's  Objections.  I  fhali  add  but  one 
Thing  more. — 

7.  That  the  Evidence  of  a  Covenant-Intereft  gives  a 
proper  &  full  Right  to  the  initiating  Token  of  the  New- 
Covenant,  which  is  Baptifm.  So  that  all  thofe  to  whom 
it  appears  the  Covenant  belongs,  ought  to  have  this  ini¬ 
tiating  Sign  and  Seal  adminiftred  to  them.  That  Bap¬ 
tifm  is  fuch  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  the  New-Covenant  (tho* 
deny’d  by  Dr.  Gill)  I  fhall  prove  afterwards.  Here  let 
me  fhew  in  a  few  Words,  that  a  CovenantTnterefi  gives 
a  juft  Right  to  the  initiatingToken  and  Seal.  This  alfo  is 
fo  clear  aPoint,as  to  admit  of  no  reafonableDoubt.  For, 

(i.)  God,  when  hefirft  appointed  an  initiating  Token 
of  his  Covenant,  deiign’d  it  to  confirm  the  Promife  to  A- 
braham  and  his  Seed ,  to  be  to  them  a  God,  as  well  as  their 
Obligation  to  keep  his  Covenant.  So  that  all  Federates 
have  an  indifputable  Claim  to  it  as  aPrivilege.  God, who 
hath  given  the  greaterThing,does  not  with-hold  thelefs 
nay,  the  greater  Thing  virtually  includes  the  lefs.  The 
Covenant  with  the  annexed  Token  or  Seal  is  infeparably 
join’d  in  God’s  Grant.  See  Gen.  17.  10,11. 

(2.)  God  has  commanded  the  initiating  Token  of  his 

Covenant 
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Covenant  to  be  applied  to  all  thofe  whom  hehasgracioufly 
pleafed  to  admit  as  Federates  therein  ;  and  thaTin  as  full 
and  large  Extent  as  the  Covenant  it  felf  to  Abraham,  and 
his  Seed  ;  and  to  the  Stranger  that  was  not  of  his 
Seed,  i.  e.  to  the  profelyted  Gentile  and  his  Seed.  As 
appears  from  Gen.  17.  10,  11,  12,  13.  Exod.  12.  48. 
And  though  the  Female  Seed  of  Abraham ,  by  Reafon 
of  a  natural  Incapacity,  receiv’d  not  Circumcifion  in 
the  Flelh,yet  they  were  virtually  circumcis’d  in  theMales, 
and  reputed,  as  fuch,  to  be  of  the  circumcis’d  People  of 
God,  as  they  were  diftinguiih’d  from  Strangers  and  Fo¬ 
reigners  ;  and  as  belonging  to  the  Congregation  of  Ifrael, 
who  were  oblig’d  to  eat  the  Failover,  which  they  mi°-ht 
not  do, if  accounted  uncircumcifed.  For  no  uncircumcifed 
Perfon  could  lawfully  eat  thereof.  Exod.  12.3,4,  47,  48. 
Therefore  this  initiating  Token  and  Seal  being  equally 
extended  with  the  Covenant,  efpecially  to  the^Males  of 
Abraham’ sSeed,all  thefeSorts  of  Federates  might  warran- 
tably  claim  this  initiating  federal  Token, both  by  thePro- 
mife  &  Command, and  ought  to  have  it  apply’d  to  them. 

(3.)  For  this  Reafon,  the  Sign  is  call’d  by  the  Name 
of  the  Thing  fignified.  God  calls  Circumcifion  his  Co¬ 
venant,  Gen.  17.  10.  Phis  is  my  Covenant — Every  Man- 
Child  among  you  jhall  be  circumcifed.  Again/.  13.  My 
Covenant  jhall  be  in  your  Flejh,  for  an  everlaftingCovenant ; 
plainly  intimating,  that  this  federal  Token  belonged  to 
all  in  the  Covenant,  and  that  all  the  Federate  might 
and  ought  to  be  mark’d  with  it,  and  diftinguifh’d  from 
the  World  as  an  holy  People  to  God  ;  if  they  had  not 
the  Sign  of  Circumcifion,  they  had  not  the  Covenant  of 
God  in  the  true  and  full  Intent  &  Meaning  of  it.  Now 
if  Baptifm  has  the  fame  Place  and  Ule  in  the  New- 
Covenantof  Chrift,  as  Circumcifion  had  in  the  Abraha- 
mitical  Covenant,  if  it  be  a  facred  Rite  of  Initiation  into 
the  Chriftian  Church,  as  Circumcifion  was  in  theChurch 
of  Ijracl ;  then  the  Arguments  I  have  here  produced 
from  a  Covenant-State  &  Intereff,  hold  as  ftrong  in  Be¬ 
half  of  the  New  Covenant- Federates  their  Right  to  Bap- 
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tifm,  as  of  the  Federates  in  Abraham's  Covenant  their 
Right  to  Circumcifion.  And  this  I  fhall  fhew 

(4 .)  OurLord  jefusChrift’has  enjoin’d  his  Apoftles  and 
Minifters  to  initiate  into  his  Church  and  Covenant,  all 
whom  by  Preaching  the  Gofpel  they  fhould  makeDifci- 
ples  and  Profelytes  to  his  Religion,  by  Baptifm,  as  the 
Sign  &  Seal  of  his  New-Covjnant.  This  is  evident  from 
the  Commiffion  he  gave  them,  Mat  to.  28.19.  Mark.  16. 
15,  16.  That  Baptifm  is  a  Sacrament  oflnitiation  into 
the  Church  or  Covenant  ot  Chrift,is  undeniable,  and  it 
may  be  prov’d  from  thefeTexts,  Job. 3. 5.  Tit .  3.  5.  1  Cor . 
12.13.  Gal.  3.27.  Now  Chrift  has  exprefly  enjoin’d  his 
Minifters  to  apply  the  Sacrament  ol  Initiation  to  all  that 
fhould  be  profelyted  to  hisNew-Covenant,to  all  that  they 
fhould  make  Difciples  to  him  :  and  therefore  all  Fede¬ 
rates  under  the  New-Teftament  have  an  unqueftionable 
Right  to  this  initiating  Sign  and  Seal. 

(5.;  ThePraftice  ot  the  Apoftles  was  agreable  to  this 
their  Commiffion,  in  admitting  all  that  were  converted 
by  their  Miniftry,  into  the  New-Covenant  of  Chrift,  by 
this  initiatingSacrament  of  Baptiim  Adl.2.41.  Then  they 
that  gladly  received  his  IVord  (i.  e.  willingly  confented  to 
the  Gofpel-  Covenant  propounded  to  them  by  theApoftle 
Peter,  ^.38,39.)  were  baptized .  Which  confirms  the 
Right  of  the  New-Teftament-Federates  to  this  initiating 
Ordinance. 

(6.)  The  Apoftle  Peter  propounds  the  Dodtrine  and 
Promife  of  the  New-Covenant  as  the  very  Ground  and 
Reafon  why  thofe  that  received  it,  fhould  be  baptized. 
(, ibid .)  Repent ,  faith  he,  and  be  baptized  every  one  of  you  in 
the  Name  of  Jefus  Chrift  &c.  for  the  Promife  is  unto  you 
and  to  your  Children .  The  Promife,  which  had  been  all 
along, with  Abraham, and  theParents  of  thejewifh  Church 
and  their  Children,  the  Reafon  why  they  fhould  receive 
Circumcifion,  Chrift  here,  by  the  Mouth  ot  his  infpired 
Apoftle,  adopts  and  digefts  into  his  New-Covenant,  as  a 
conftituent  Part  of  it.  And  becaufe  the  Promife  was  to 
them  and  their  Children,  therefore  they  with  their  ChiR 
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dren,  ought  to  come  under  this  New-Covenant- Admini¬ 
ftration,  in  being  baptized  in  the  Name  of  Jefus  Chrift. 

This  is  the  only  proper  fcriptural  Ground  of  any  One’s 
Right  or  Claim  to  have  the  Covenant  feal’d  to  him  ;  it  is 
a  Covenant- Intereft, evidenc’d  to  the  Satisfaction  of  the 
Admimftrators  of  the  Ordinance, that  gives  any  one,whe- 
ther  l  ai ent  or  Child,  a  Right  to  this  initiatingSacrament. 
A  Covenant-Intereft,  gives  a  Right  in  theSight  of  God  : 
but  it  rnuft  be  evidenc’d  to  Men,  fo  far  as  they  are  capa¬ 
ble  of  fuch  an  Evidence,  as  the  Ground  and  Warrant  of 
the  vifible  Adminiftration  of  the  Ordinance.  And  this, 
I  fay,  is  the  only  proper  Ground  of  a  Right  to  this  initi¬ 
ating  Seal  ;  if  this  does  not  give  a  Rightr  there 
is  nothing  elfe  can.  The  Evidence  from  the  Word  of 
God  of  the  Covenant-Intereft  of  the  Seed  of  the  Faithful 
is  unexceptionable.  The  Antipsedobaptifts  think  it  beft 
to  put  off  the  Claim  that  is  made  for  Infants  to  Baptifm, 
(whether  they  be  in  Covenant, or  no)till  they  are  capable 
of  believing  on  Chrift,  and  making  a  perfonal  Profeflion 
of  their  Faith,  that  it  may  appear,  who  are,  and  who  are 
not  in  Covenant  with  God  :  But  this  is  to  fet  up  Man’s 
Wit  again  ft  the  Wifdom  of  God.  God’s  Covenant  and 
Promife,  in  facred  Record,  extended  to  confederate  Pa¬ 
rents  and  their  Infant-Children,  is  as  fure  an  Evidence  of 
their  Inteieft  in  his  Covenant, and  that  he  has  taken  them 
under  the  Adminiftration  of  it,  as  any  actual  Profeffion 
of  adult  Perfons  can  be.  And  indeed  a  bare  Profeffion 
of  Faith  in  Chrift  is  no  Evidence  at  all  of  a  Covenant- 
Intereft.  The  Devil  believes  there  is  a  God, and  he  con- 
fefs’d  his  Belief  that  Jefus  was  the  Son  of  God  :  And 
what  does  it  avail,  tho’  a  Man  profefs  Faith  inChrift,  if 
his  irreligious  and  immoral  Life  gives  theLie  to  hisPro- 
feffion  ?  Does  fuch  Profeffion  evidence  a  Man’s  Intereft 
in  the  Covenant,  or  give  any  Right  to  Baptifm  ?  This 
will  not  be  faid.  Therefore  it  muft  be  aCovenant-Intereft 
alone, that  gives  thisRight :  and  it  is  the  Manifeftation  of 
it  by  a  credible  Profeffion  in  adult  Perfons,  that  muft  be 
the  Rule  for  Minifters  and  Churches  to  go  by,  in  judg¬ 
ing 
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ing  of  this  Intereft  and  Right.  And  as  for  the  Infant- 
Children  of  confederate  Parents,  their  Intereft  in  theCo- 
venant  of  Grace  evidenc’d,  and  confirm’d  by  the  many 
Teftimonies  of  God’s  Word  which  I  have  produced,  is 
as  fure  a  Guide  and  Warrant  for  adminiftring  the  initiat¬ 
ing  Rite  of  Baptifm  to  them,  as  the  other,  that  of  the 
moft  credible  Profeffion  in  the  Aduk,can  be.  Wherefore 
the  Refult  of  all  the  foregoing  Obfervations  is  this,  m. 
That  the  Infants  of  confederate  Chriftian  Parents  have  a 
divine  Right  (or  aRight  founded  on  the  Teftimonies  and 
Declarations  of  the  Word  of  God)  to  Baptifm,  the  initi¬ 
ating  Sign  and  Seal  of  the  Covenant,  under  the  Gofpel- 
Adminiftration.  For  the  Argument  hence,  as  it  is  plain 
and  clear,fo  it  is  undeniable, and  unanfwerable  ;  viz.  All 
thofe  who  have  an  Intereft  in  theCovenant  of  Grace,  have 
a  juft  and  proper  Right  to  the  initiating  Token  and  Seal 
I  ^  and  ou0ht  to  be  fi^n  ’d,  mark’d,  and  diftinguilhed 
by  it,  as  belonging  to  theCovenant  People  of  God  :  But 
the  Infants  of  Chriftian-Parents  who  are  inCovenantwith 
God,  have  an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  under 
the  Gofpel.  I  hefe  two  Propofitions  ftand  firm  on  Scrip¬ 
ture-Grounds,  as  I  have  .{hewed.  The  Conclufion  there¬ 
fore  is  undenmoie,  that  the  Infants  of  c  onf edera  t  e  Pursuits 
have  a  Right  to  the  initiating T oken  &  Seal  of  theCovenant , 
under  the  Chriftian  Difpenfation ,  which  is  Baptifm. 

The  major  Propofition,  viz.  That  all  who  have  an  In¬ 
tereft  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, have  a  juft  and  proper  Right 
&c.  I  have  fully  confirmed  under  the  Jaft  Head  of  Ob¬ 
fervations,  fromScripturePromifes, Precepts  &Examples- 
And  it  cannot  be  denied  on  any  Grounds  of  Reafon 
orScripture.  The  minor, which  is  moft  difputed,  wz.That 
the  Infants  of  Chriftian  Parents  have  an  Intereft  in  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace  ;  This  alfo  has  been  abundantly  confirm¬ 
ed  by  manifold  Scripture-Teftimonies,  under  the  fifth 

Ta,-/r0'n  both  which  Propofitions  the  divine  Right 
of  Chriftian  Infants  to  Baptifm  neceflarily  refults.  And 
hence  we  are  furnilhed  with  as  good  a  Rule  &  Warrant 
for  baptizing  them,  as  if  it  were  ever  fo  exprefly  com¬ 
manded 
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manded.  And  this  was  the  very  Rule  that  the  Apoftle 
Peter  went  by,  in  baptizing  Cornelius  and  his  Houfhold, 
He  had  no  particular  exprefs  Order  to  do  it, that  we  read 
of  ;  but  he  concluded  it  to  be  the  Mind  &  Will  of  God, 
that  he  fhould  baptize  them,  from  this  Rule,  that  thefe 
of  whom  it  is  evident  God  hath  admitted  them  into  his 
Covenant  under  the  Gofpel,  ought  to  be  baptized  :  and 
therefore  thought  he  had  as  good  a  Warrant  to  baptize 
Cornelius  &  hisCompany,  from  the  Gift  of  the  Holy Ghoft 
conferred  on  them,  which  was  the  great  Evidence  of  God’s 
receiving  and  owning  them  in  his  GofpeFCovenant,  as  if 
he  had  the  molt  exprefs  and  diredl  Order  for  doing  it. 
Ad.  10.  47.  Can  qny  Man  forbid  Water  jhat  thefe  fhould 
not  be  baptized ,  which  have  received  the  Holy  GhcjGaswell 
as  we  ?  And  tho’  he  had  no  other  Warrant, than  this  E- 
vidence  of  God’s  Acceptance  of  them  into  his  Covenant, 
yet  if  he  had  refus’d  to  baptize  them  on  this  Ground,  he 
reckons  he  fhould  have  been  guilty  of  withftandingGod. 
For  relating  the  fame  Matter,  in  the  following  Chapter, 
he  faith,  f.  1 7.  For  as  muck  as  God  gave  them  the  likeGift 
as  he  did  unto  us ,  who  believed  on  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  \ 
what  was  L  that  I  could  withflandGod  ?  For  juft  the  fame 
Reafon  we  baptize  theChildren  of  Believers  ;  becaufeGod 
hasin  his  Word  plainly  declared  his  Acceptance  of  them  in¬ 
to  hisCovenant.  It  is  therefore  an  impertinentCavil  of  the 
Antipasdobaptifts,  that  there  is  no  exprefs  Command 
for  baptizing  Infants.  We  have  no  Command,  it  is 
true,  in  thefe  exprefs  Terms,  Baptize  your  Infants  ;  nor 
is  there  any, in  the  like  exprefs  Terms,  the  Adult : 

But  fince  we  have  an  exprefs  Inftitution  of  Baptifm  for  all 
Sorts  of  Chriftian  Federates,  or  Difciples, without  Limi¬ 
tation  or  Exception  of  any  Age  or  Sex  ;  the  Infants  of 
Believers  having  been  proved  Federates  under  the  New - 
Teftament, there  is  as  exprefs  an  Inftitution  &  Command, 
and  as  good  a  Warrant  for  their  Baptifm,  as  for  that  of 
the  Adult.  What  tho’  there  be  no  exprefs  Command 
from  Scripture  for  baptizing  Infants  ?  If  it  be  implicitly, 
or  by  necefiary  Confequence  commanded, we  are  as  much 

oblig’d 
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oblig’d  to  it,  as  if  we  had  the  molt  exprefs  Command 
for  it.  What  has  God  given  us  Reafon  andilndcrftand- 
ing  for,  but  that  we  might  fearch  out,  know,  and  deter¬ 
mine  our  Duty,  from  the  Declarations  of  his  Mind  and 
Will  in  his  Word,  whether  it  be  delivered  in  exprefsFre- 
cepts  therein,  or  by  jult  and  good  Confequence  to  be  de¬ 
duced  therefrom  ?  And  by  the  clue  Improvement  of  our 
Reafon,  we  may  gather  our  Duty  from  a  virtual  or  im¬ 
plicit  Command  of  Scripture  *,  and  fuch  an  imphckCom- 
mand  may  be  perceived  &  underftood  even  in  a  Promife.' 
Paul  and  Barnabas  in  fet’d  -a  virtual  Command  from  God 
to  turn  from  the  jews,  and  to  preach  the  Gofpel  to  the 
Gentiles,  from  a  Scripture-Prornife.  Aft.  13.  46,47, — 
Lo  ,ZVe  turn  to  theGentiles ,  for  fo  hath  the  Lord  commanded 
us,  faying ,1  have  fet  thee  to  be  a  ( Light  to  the  Gentiles ,  &c. 
Tho5  Paul  had  his  Com  million  to  preach  to  the  Gentiles, 
yet  he  determines  his  Duty,  in  the  Execution  of  it,  from 
the  written  Word  of  God,  the  handing  Revelation  of  his 
Will;  and  from  a  Promife  in  that  Word,  the  Promife 
of  the  Meffias  to  be  given  for  a  Light  to  the  Gentiles,  he 
underftands  &  concludes  it  to  be  implicitly  commanded 
him,toturnto  the  Gentiles.  So  thePromife  of  God  to  the 
Children  of  confederateBelievers, contains  a  virtualCom- 
mand  to  dedicate  them  to  him  in  holyBaptifm.  But  there 
is  a  Precept  alfo  annexed  to  thePromife,  which  binds  more 
plainly  ;  and  there  are  many  virtualCommancis  inScrip- 
ture  for  baptizing  theChildren  of  Chriftian  Parents.  As, 
(1.)  In  God’s  firflt  Inftitution  of  an  initiating  Seal  or 
Token  of  his  Covenant,  his  Command  to  Abraham ,  to 
apply  it  to  his  natural  Seed,  and  alfo  to  the  Stranger  that 
is  not  of  his  Seed,  i.  e.  to  the  Gentile  Profelyte  and  his 
Children  (as  in  Gen .  17.  12.  Excd.  12.  48.  forecited)  is 
a  virtual  Command  to  Chriftian  Parents  to  bring  their 
Children  to  Baptifm.  For  though  the  individual 
Rite  of  Circumcifion  be  chang’d,  and  Chrift  has  inftitu- 
ted  Baptifm  for  the. fame  Ufe  and  End  in  his  Covenant ; 
yet  the  Inftitution  of  an  initiating  Seal  of  the  Covenant' 
between  God  and  Man,  being  of  the  Mature  of  moral 
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pofitjve  Precepts,  muft  continue  binding,  ’till  it  be  the 
Legiflaior  s  Pieafure  to  revoke  it  •,  &  fince  there  has  been 
no  Revocation  or  Repeal  of  it  to  this  Day,  rho  different 
Kites  have  been  us’d  pnder  the  different  Forms  pf  Admi- 
niftranon,  yet  the  Covenant  continuing  fubftantially  the 
jame,  under  the  fever  al  Forms,  it  mult  be  underftood  to 
abide  in  force  to  Believers  under  the  Gofpel,  who  are 
thereby  virtually  required  and  commanded  to  apply  it 
to  Infant-Children  in  Chnftian  Baptilm.  Or  to  jpeak 
more  briefly  $  An  exprefs  Command  once  given  by  God, 
and  never  fince  repealed, to  initiate  the  Infant-Seed  of  the 
Faithful  into  the  Covenant  by  a  folemn  outward  Rite,  is 
a  virtual  Command  toChriftians  to  initiate  theirChildren 


into  God’s  Covenant  by  Baptifn  •,  which  is  theRite  now 
inForeeby  the  Authority  ofChrift  toChrifiians,for  thefame 
Purpofe,  for  which  an  initiating  Rite  was  firft  inftituted. 
This  may  be  illuferated  by  a  parrellel  Cafe  of  the  Sab¬ 
bath.  What  Command  have  we  Chriftians  to  keep  any 
Sabbath,  or  to  obferve  the  Lord’s- Day,  the  firft  Day  of 
the  Week,  as  a  Sabbath  ?  In  the  firft  Inftitution  of  aSab- 
bath,  the  feventh  Day  was  fandtified  for  that  Purpofe  •, 
and  the  fourth  Commandment  exprefly  enjoins  the  keep¬ 
ing  the  feventh  Day  as  an  holy  Sabbath.  I  anfwer,The 
fourth  Commandment  exprefly  enjoining  the  feventhDay 
to  be  kept  as  a  Sabbath,  being  of  the  Nature  of  moral 
pofitive  Precepts,  the  Appointment  of  the  particularDay 
is  alterable,  at  the  Legiflator’s  Pleafure  ;  and  Chrifpwho 
is  Lord  of  the  Sabbath,  hath  for  good  Reafons  chang’d 
it  from  the  feventh  to  the  firft  Day  of  the  Week,  but 
not  a  boh  flied  the  Subftance  of  the  Command,  which  is 
moral, and  confifts  in  obferving  oneDay  in  feven,as  Holy 
to  God.  Therefore  the  fouith  Commandment  doth  ftili 
virtually  oblige  Chriftians  to  keep  the  Lord’s-Day  as  an 
holy  Sabbath.  The  very  fame  Realon  may  be  return’d 
ro  the  Qneftion,  What  Command  have  we  Chriftians  for 
baptizing  cur  Infants  ?  viz.  God  having  in  the  firft  In¬ 
ftitution  of  an  initiating  Token  of  his  Covenant,  com¬ 
manded  Abraham  to  apply  it  to  his  natural  Seed, and  alio 

to 


Chap.  IV. 


ef  Infant-Baptifm.  259 

to  the  Stranger  profelyted,  and  to  his  natural  Seed  ;  tho’ 
the  particularRite  ol  Circumcifion  be  abrogated  byChrift, 
yet  he  has  not  abolilhed  the  Inftitution  of  an  initiating 
Token  of  the  Covenant,  but  only  chang’d  it,  and  ap¬ 
pointed  Baptifm  for  the  very  fame  Purpofe  ;  therefore 
the  Covenant  remaining  fubiiantially  the  fame,  and  the 
Inftitution  of  the  faid  initialing  Token  remaining  fub- 
ftantially  the  fame,  the  exprefs  Command  of  God  to 
Abraham  to  initiate  his  Infant-Seed,  and  to  the  Profelyte 
to  initiate  his  Infant- Seed  byCircumcifion,  does  virtually 
oblige  Chriftians  to  initiate  their  Infant  Seed  byBaptifm. 
That  as  the  Law  of  the  fourth  Commandment  concern¬ 
ing  the  keeping  of  aSabbath, is  not  abrogated, but  chang’d 
by  Chrift  fronythe  feventh  to  the  firft  Day  oftheWeek, 
and  ftill  binds  in  the  Subfiance  of  it  :  So  the  Law  con¬ 
cerning  an  initiating  Sign  and  Seal  of  theCovenant  is  not 
abrogated  by  Chrift,  but  changed  from  Circumcifion  to 
Baptifm  ;  and  ftill  binds  as  to  theSubftance  of  it.  And  if 
Chrift  had  not  abolifhed  Circumcifion,  and  fubftituted 
Baptifm  as  the  initiatingToken  and  Sea!  of  hisCovenant, 
we  had  been  oblig’d  to  circumcife  our  Children  to 
this  Day,  by  Vertue  of  that  C'laufe  in  the  firft  Inftitution, 
which  requires  theStranger  that  is  not  of  Abraham' rSeed 
to  be  circumcifed,and  alfo  to  circumcife InfantMaleSeed, 
being  profelyted  to  Abraham' sCovenant ;  who  was  there¬ 
upon  to  be  reputed  as  a  Native  Ifraelite  with  Refbeft  to 
all  Church-Privileges.  For  we  who  were  originallyGew- 
tiles,  by  coming  into  Covenant  with  the  God  of  Ifrael, 
are  no  more  Strangers  and  Foreigners,  but  Fellow -Citizens 
with  the  Saints,  and  of  the  Hovfoola  of  God ,  Eph.  2.  19, 
Even  as  if  Chrift  had  not  chang’d  the  feventh  into  the 
firft  Day  of  theWeek,  to  be  obferv’d  as  theChriftianSab- 
bath,  we  had  ftill  been  oblig'd  to  have  kept  the  feventh 
Day  as  an  holy  Sabbath,  by  Virtue  of  the  fourth  Com¬ 
mandment.  Thus  it  may  appear,  that  God’s  Inftitution 
and  exprefsCommand  for  the  Application  of  the  initiating 
Token  of  hisCovenant,  to  the  Infant-Seed  of  theChurch, 
does  virtually  oblige  Chriftians  to  baptize  theirChildreni 
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(2.)  Chrift’s  Command,  that  Infant-Children  fhou'ld 
come  unto  him,  and  not  be  forbidden,  (Luk.  18.  15,  1 6.) 
is  a  virtual  Command  to  Chriftians  to  bring  their  Chil¬ 
dren  to  his  Baptifrm  But  of  this  more  hereafter. 

(3.)  The  Commiffion  Chrift  gave  hisApoftles  (Matth. 
28.)  to  difciple  and  baptize  all  Nations ,  is  an  implicit,  if 
not  an  exprefs  Command  to  baptize  the  Infants  of  the 
chriftianiz’dNatioris.  Chrift  gave  his  Commiffion  to  dif¬ 
ciple  all  Nations  unto  him,  purfuant  to  the  ancient  Pre¬ 
diction  and  Promife  to  Abraham ,  of  bleffing  all  Nations 
in  his  Seed;  and  if  this  Commiffion  was  as-extenfive  to 
the  Apoftles  and  fucceeding  Mmifters,  as  that  promifed 
Bleffing  of  all  Nations,  (as  we  may  rationally  conclude  it 
was)  then  either  Infants  muft  be  included  in  that  Com¬ 
miffion,  or  elfe  all  dying  Infants  muft  be  left  to  perifh 
without  Remedy',  as  having  no  Intereft  in  the  Bleffing  of 
Chrift  ;  notwithftanding  Chrift  has  faid,  that  of  fuch  is 
the  Kingdom  of  God.  But  if  the  Infants  of  the  Nations, 
believing  in  Chrift, be  included  in  that  Commiffion,  they 
are,  at  lea  ft  implicitly  commanded  to  be  baptized. 

(4.)  The  Apoftle  Peter  s  Exhortation  and  Command 

to  the  Jews  to  be  baptized  upon  this  very  Ground,  be- 

eaule  the  Promife  is  to  them  cc  to  their  Children  (in  the 

forecited  Act.  2.  38,39.)  is  an  implicit,  if  not  exprefs 

Command  for  the  baptizing  their  Children  :  for  the  fame 

Ground  and  Reafon  of  Baptilm  is  made  to  extend  both 

to  Parents  &  their  Children.  It  cannot  therefore  be  truly 

* 

faid,  there  is  no  Command  or  Direction  in  the  Word  of 


God  for  Infant-Baptiim  •,  for  a  virtual  or  implicit  Com¬ 
mand  of  Scripture  has  the  Force, and  Obligation  of  a  di¬ 
vine  Command’on  the  Confcience  :  And  there  are  many 

*  • 

ASts  of  Worfliip,of  which  there  are  no  Difputes  among 
Chriftians,  whether  they  are  warranted  by  any  divine 
Command, and  yet  are  not  exprefly  commanded, but  only 
implicitly.  What  Chriftian  makes  any  Doubt,  that  pub- 
lick  Worihip  is  a  commanded  Duty  ;  yet  where  is  there 
any  formal  exprefs  Command  for  it  in  the  New-Tefta- 
ment  ?  that  which  comes  neareft  to  fuchCommand,isthat 
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Caution  of  the  Apoftle,  Heb.  10.  25.  Not  for  faking  the 
ajfembling  of  our  felves  together.  But  this  is  aNegativePre- 
cept  :  theAffirmative  requiring  us  to  aflemble  our  ielves 
for  publick  divine  Worfhip, is  but  an  implicitCommand. 


Yet  even  inch  Commands  are  a  jufneient  vV arrant  for 
the  Practice,  and  infer  an  Obligation  on  Men’s  Conici- 
ences  to  the  Obfervation  thereof. 

But  thus  we  have  feen,  how  theArgument  ftands  from 
the  Covenant  for  the  divineRight  or  Infant-Baptiim.  If 
both  thefe  Propofitions  be  true,  viz.  That  a  Covenant- 
Intereft  gives  a  Right  to  the  Seal and  that  the  Infants 
of  Believers  have  fuch  a  Covenant-Intereft,  both  which 
I  have  proved  at  large  ;  I  can  lee  nothing  more  necefiary 
to  fettle  the  Mind  and  Confcience  of  any  iober  unpreju- 
dic’d  Perfon  in  the  Perfuafion  of  the  Warrantabienefs  of 
Infant-  Baptifm.  And  ChriiVs  Inftitution  of  Baptifm  for 
the  initiating  Token  of  his  Covenant,  induces  an  Obliga¬ 
tion  on  Chriftians  to  offer  up  their  Infant-Children  with 
themfelves  to  God  in  this  Way  of  his  Appointment. 
There  are  divers  other  Ways  of  proving  Infants  Right  to 
Baptifm,  and  that  very  folidly  :  but  thisArgument  from 
the  Covenant,  which  takes  in  all  or  moft  of  the  reft, has 
never  been  confuted,  and  I  believe  never  can  be.  What¬ 
ever  Cavils  orObjedions  have  been  raifed  againft  it, they 
have  appear’d  trifling  &  impertinent.  The  feveralTexts 
of  Scripture  that  ferve  to  corroborate  and  confirm  this 
Argument,  will  be  confider’d  and  vindicated  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Chapter. 

I  am  now  to  examine  what  Dr.  Gill  has  to  fay  in  Op¬ 
position  to  thisArgument  from  theCovenant,  And  there 
will  fcarce'  need  any  Thing  more  for  the  Refutation  of 
all  his  Objedions,  than  our  refleding  on  the  foregoing 
Obfervations  ;  by  which  the  moft  Material  have  been 
fully  obviated. 

Firfi ,  He  enters  on  aDifcuffion  of  theQueftion,  ccWhe~ 


ther  the  Covenant  made  with  Abraham,  Gen.  1 


(C 


theCovenant  of  Grace,  the  pureCovenant  of  Grace, in 
Diftinition  from  the  Covenant  of  Works.”  Pay.  44. 
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This  he  rightly  obferves,  is  “the  leadingEnquiry”:  for  if 
this  Enquiry  be  refolved  in  the  Affirmative,  as  I  have 
prov  d  it  ought  to  be,  then  it  will  follow,  that  Abraham's 
oeed  were  taken  with  him  into  aCovenant  of  Grace, &  the 
Covenant  being  eflentially  and  invariably  the  fame  under 
every  Adminiftration.  it  will  hence  follow, that  Believers 
and  their  Seed  under  the  Gofpel  are  taken  into  the  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Grace  ;  and  being  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  it 
will  alfo  follow, that  the  Infant-Seed  of  Believers  have  a 
Right  to  the  initiating  Sign  and  Seal,  as  Abraham's  Seed 
had  to  that  inftituted  Token  of  the  Covenant,  Circurn- 
cifion.  But  what  fays  our  Author  to  this  leadingQueftion  ? 
He  fays,  P.  44.  “  It  mu  ft  be  deny’d  that  it  was  the  Co- 
I  “  venant  of  Grace.”  It  muft ,  becaufe  elfe  the  Caufe  of 

Antipaedobaptilm  muft  fall  to  theGround.  But  whv  mull 
it  be  deny’c  ? 

(i-)  He  fays  (ibid.)  “  It  is  never  called  the  Covenant 
of  Grace.”  Let  him  tell  us  then,  what  it  is  he  calls  by 
the  Name  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace:  and  I  will  prove  by 
the  fameReafon  that  it  cannot  be  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
for  it  is  no  where  in  Scripture  fo  called  in  exprefs Terms! 
But  what  Divines  have  generally  called  a  Covenant  of 
Grace,  agrees  to  the  Covenant  with  Abraham ,  or  to  no 
Covenant  mentioned  in  theWord  of  God.  But  when  he 
fays,  “  It  is  not  called  by  any  Name  which  (hews  it  to  be 
fo,”  he  is  ftrangely  miftaken  :  Strange  indeed.  That  a 
Man  who  talks  fo  much  of  a  Covenant  of  Grace  bei no- 
made  with  Men  from  Everlalling,  ffiould  not  be  able  to 
difeern  the  Charadter  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  in  this 
made  with  Abraham,  which  God  calls  an  everlafting  Cove¬ 
nant  ;  which  I  have  fhewed  to  be  the  Property  of  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  tho  not  in  his  miflaken  Senfe,  yet  I 
can  find  no  other  Pretence  for  that  Miftake  in  Scripture, 
than  the  Covenant  of  Grace  being  fo  often  called  an  Ever¬ 
lafting  Covenant.  But  he  fays,  “  It  is  called  the  Cove- 
“  nantof  Circumeifion,  <4.7.7, 8.”  But  to  what  Purpofe 
is  this  objected  ?  Is  it  becaufe  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
can  admit  no  Token  or  Sea!  annex’d  to  it?  Or  becaufe 
v '  ’  God 
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God  might  not  appoint  Circumcifion  to  be  the  Token 
of  thatCovenant  ?  He  fays  cc  Circumcifion,  and  Grace 
“  are  oppos’d  to  one  another*,  Circumcifion  is  a  Work  of 
“  the  Law,  which  they  that  fought  to  be  juftify’d  by, 
“  fell  fromGra ce.Gal.  5.  2,  3,  4.”  Anfw .  1.  Here’s  a  Fal¬ 
lacy  *,  Circumcifion  was  never  oppos’d  to  Grace,  while 
that  Ordinance  was  in  Force,  during  the  whole  GEcono- 
my  of  the  Old-Teftament.  But  there  was  infinite  Grace 
fnew’d  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  in  the  Covenant  of  Cir¬ 
cumcifion, till  theComing  ofChrift  &  hisDeath, (wherein 
all  thofe  ancientTypes,  and  bloody  Rites  were  fulfilled 
and  abolifh’d)  and  the  fetting  up  the  New-Covenant  Ad- 
miniftration.  The  carnal  Jews  indeed  underftood  and 
adhered  to  Circumcifion,  and  the  other  legal  Obfervan- 
ces,  as  a  Sort  of  Covenant  of  Works,contrary  to  the  De¬ 
fig  n  of  their  Inftitution,  and  fo  excluded  themfeives  from 
the  Grace  of  Chrift.  And  this  was  their  fatalError,  which 
theProphets  &  Apoftles  conftancly  warned  them  againft*, 
and  when  the  New-Covenant  was  confirm’d  in  theBlood 
of  Chrift,  and  preached  by  the  Apoftles,  the  believing 
Jews  were  for  keeping  up  Circumcifion,  and  the  Rites 
of  Mofes  his  Law,  in  Conjunction  with  the  Gofpel  of 
Chrift  :  Therefore  thefe  Judaizers,  the  Apoftle  very 
fmartly,as  well  as  juftly  reproves  in  feveral  of  hisEpiftles, 
particularly  in  that  to  the  Galatians ,  for  theirFondnefs  of 
retaining  thofe  antiquated  Rites,  which  pointed  atChrift 
to  come,  and  fhed  his  Blood  *,  for  in  fo  doing  they  im¬ 
plicitly  denied  thatChrift  had  already  come, and  virtually 
renounc’d  the  Benefit  of  Redemption  in  his  Biood,  and 
in  Effet,  fubverted  the  whole  Gofpel :  And  fo,  their  ad¬ 
hering  to  the  Ordinances  of  the  Old-Teftament  (which 
were  of  great  Ule  to  the  Church  before,  in  Subferviency 
to  the  Covenant  of  Grace)  was  inconfiftent  with  their 
Participation  of  the  Grace  of  the  New-Covenant,  which 
is  all  that  is  proved  from  Gal.  5.  2,  3,  4.  But  what  does 
all  this  fignify,  to  prove  that  the  Covenant  with  Abraham 
was  not  a  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  Circumcifion  in  thePlace 


it  had  in  Abraham's  Covenant  by  divine  Inftitution,  had 
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averSahSe  KCal  MTring’  and  Intentio">  ‘ho’  «  was  per- 
ITc.  S  Carna  Jews  t0  a  contrary  Purpofe.  It  fia- 
n  necl  Chnft  to  come  of  Abrabam'%  Seed,  the  fhedding  of 

his  B.ocd  as  alfo  Regeneration,  the  Circumcifion  of  the 

Hearc^heMortmcation  °f  the  Flefh,&  was  a Sign,andSeal 

f  the  Rightsoufnefs  of  Faith.  Rom.  4.  1 1.  And  what  Re¬ 
lation  does  all  this  bear  to  aCovenant  of  Works?  Ao-ain 
2.  In  faying,  Circumcifion  is  a  Work  of  the  Law,  mean¬ 
ing  the  Law  of  Mofes,  (which,. I  imagine,  he  takes  for  a 
Covenant  0.  Works, and  fo  wou’d  prove  Circumcifion  to 
belong  to  that  Covenant)  he  is  under  a  plain  Miftake  • 
Cor  tho  Circumcifion  was  adopted  into  th tMcfaic  Con- 
ititunon,yet  it  was  not  originally  an  Inftitution  of  Mofes  ■ 
but  God  appointed  it  in  his  Covenant  with  the  Fathers 
of  the  Jewifii  Church,  Abrahamjfaac ,  and  'Jacob,  to  be 
a  Sign  and  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  Our  Saviour 
fells  us,  that  Circumcifion  is  not  of  Mofes,  but  of  the  Fa¬ 
thers,  Job.  7.  22.  So  feeble  is  his  firft  Reafon. 

(2.)  Another  Reafon  he  gives  is  (Ibid.)  “  It  feetns 
rather/  to  be  a  Covenant  of  Works,  than  of  Grace, 
“  for  this  was  a  Covenant  to  be  kept  by  Men  ;  Abra- 
“  ha™  was  to  keep  it,  and  his  Seed.— Something  was  to 
be  none  by  them.” —  By  which,  it  feems,  his  Notion 
is,  that  a  Covenant  given  by  God  to  be  kept  by  Men,  is 
not  a  Covenant  of  Grace,but  of  Works  :  then  the  Rea¬ 
fon  mull  be,  either  1.  That  theCovenant  of  Grace  which 
God  has  given  unto  Men,  is  fuch  as  cannot  be  kept  by 
them  :  which  reflects  on  theWifdomJuftice  &  Goodnefs 
of  God,  in  giving  Man  fuch  a  Covenant  as  is  impoflible 
for  him  to  keep.  Or  elfe  2.  That  in  this  Covenant  of 
Grace  God  has  made  with  Men,  there  is  nothing  to  be 
done  on  Men’s  Part,  no  Duties  required  of  them  ;  which 
is  contrary  to  Scripture,  which  teaches,  that  theCovenant  1 
of  Grace  may,  and  ought  to  be  kept  by  Men  ;  and  that 
the  Benefits  of  it  belong  only  to  the  Itncere  Obfervers  of 
it  •,  and  that  it  is  not  inconiiflent  with  the  Grace  &  Mer¬ 
ry  of  God  in  his  federal  Tranfadiions  with  Men,  to  le- 
ouire  fomething  to  be  den?  on  their  Part, that  they  might 
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keep  his  Covenant.  Docs  not  theScripture  fay  ?  Pfal. 25. 
10.  All  the  Paths  of  the  L'ord  are  Mercy ,  and  Truth,  unto 
juch  as  keep  his  Covenant.  And  again,  Pfal.  103.1  J,ib. 
The  Mercy  of  the  Lord  is  from  Everlajling  to  Everlajling 
upon  them  that  fear  him, and  his  Righteoufnefs  untoCbildrcns 
Children,  unto  fitch  as  keep  his  Covenant.  Do  thefe  Ax- 
preffions  “  favour  nothing  of  a  Covenant  of  Grace  ?** 
Does  the  Covenant  of  Works  fpeak  a  Word  of  Mercy  to 
the  Obfervers  of  it  ?  Is  not,  the  Mercy  of  the  Lord  from 
Everlajling  to  Everlajling -to  fuch  as  keep  his  Covenant ,  a 
Promife  peculiar  to  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  And  is  this 
fuch  a  Covenant  as  is  not  to  be  “kept  by  Man”  ?  How 


unfcriptural  a  Notion  is  this,  as  well  as  abiurd  !  5  Pis 
contrary  to  the  Conditionality  of  theCovenanc  of  Grace, 
which  has  been  foiidly  proved,  that  is  to  fay,  that  there 
are  Duties*  and  Conditions  to  be  perform’d  on  our  Part, 
on  which,  the  Privileges  of  the  Covenant  are  fufpended. 
But  are  Men  to  be  told,  that  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
God  requires  nothing  to  be  done  by  them,  that  there  are 
no  Terms  enjoin’d,  no  Precepts  to  be  oblerv’d  ?  I  am 
fure,  on  good  Scripture-Grounds,  whatever  Dr.  Gill  ima¬ 
gines,  no  Minifter  of  the  Golpel  can  be  faithful  to  the 
Souls  of  Men,  who  does  not  tell  them,  that  theCovenanc 
of  Grace  mull  be  entered  into,  by  an  hearty  Confent  to 
the  Propofitions  and  Terms  of  it,  and  kept  too,  in  fome 
Meafure  of  fincere  Obedience  *,  otherwife  they  frame  a 
Notion  of  aCovenant  on  which  they  can  have  no  ground¬ 
ed  Hope  of  Salvation.  David  faith,  Pfal.  119. 166.  Lord , 
I  have  hoped  for  thy  Salvation,  and  have  done  thyCommand - 
ments.  Did  David  then  expebt  to  be  faved  by  a  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Works  ?  Did  he  not  ground  his  Salvation  en¬ 
tirely  on  the  everlajling  Covenant  God  bad  made  with  him , 
ordered  in  all  Things, and  Jure  ?  2  Sam .  2  3 . 5.  Was  not  this 
a  pure  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  The  Salvation  whereof  yet 
he  could  not  expebt  without doingGod’sCommandments. 

(j.)  He  fays,P.  46.  “  This  was  aCuvenant  that  might 
fc  be  broken, — but  theCovenanc  of  Grace  cannot  be  bro- 
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‘  Ml:  35  'f  Tay  berkept  by  Men>  fo  «  may  be  broken  by 
Men.  I  have  before  ffiewed, '  in  what  Refpe&s  the  Co 

enant  of  Grace  may  be  broken,  and  in  what  it  ihall  not 
God  will  not  break  it,  on  his  Part  j  which  is  ail  that  he 
proves  bon i  Pjal.  89.  34.  And  granting  that  it  Ihall  not 
be  totally,  and  finally  dilTolv’d  with  Helped:  toBelievers 
who  are  Subjects  of  its  faving  Efficacy  ;  yet  by  thofe 
that  are  in  the  Covenant  in  Regard  only  of  the  Bonds  of 
us  outward  Adminiftration,  it  may  be,  and  often  is  bro¬ 
ken,  and  whohy  made  void  by  theirApoftacy  &  Perfidy  • 
and  even  true  Believers,  in  the  Examination  of  ft  rift 
Juince,  would  be  found  often  guilty  of  breaking  Cove¬ 
nant  with  God  ;  and  it  is  owing  only  to  his.frecMercy 
and  Grace,  that  he  doth  not  break  Covenant  with  them’ 
and  call  them  eft  cverlaftingly.  His  Conceit  that  the 
Covenant  cannot  be  broken,  without  anyExplanation,  or 
Keitriction,  tends  to  nourifh  Profeffors  in  Security. 

(4.)  Another Reafon  he  offers,  is,  “There  were  tempo- 
“  ral  Things  promifed  in  thisCovenant.”  (ibid)'  There - 
lore  it  was  not  theCovenantof  Grace  ;  why  not  ?  Does  not 
the  Covenant  extend  to  the  whole  Man,  Body,  as  well  as 
Soul  ?  Ana  is  not  the  Lord  for  the  Body,  in  its  dueSubor- 
dination  ?  (iCor.  6.  13 J  How  elfe  could  our  Saviour 
argue  the  Refurredtion  of  the  Bodies  of  the  Patriarchs 
from  God’s  Covenant- Title,  I  am  the  God  of  Abraham, 
&c.  And  doubtlefs  temporal  Things  concern  theBody  : 
and  God  would  have  his  People  trufl  in  him  for  thefe 
Things, that  all  his  Diipenfations  to  them  in  this  World, 
might  Oc.  .Me? cy  and  Pruth  (Pfal.  2^.  10.)  i.  e.  Mercy 
according  to  the  Promife.  And  are  not  temporal  Things 
contain’d  in  the  Goipel-Covenant  ?  And  will  this  prove, 
that  it  cannot  therefore  be  a  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  Doth 
not  the  Apoftle  tell  us,  that  now  under  die  Gofpef  God- 
linefs  hath  the  Promife  of  the  Life  that  now  is ,  as  well  as 
of  that  which  is  to  come  ? %  il  ini.  4*8.  And  that  they  that 
are  Chrift’s  have  aNew-Covenant  Right  to  theCreatures, 
and  Things  of  this  World  ?  ijCor.3.  2 1,22,23.  AllTbings 
crey  curs, whet  ha  t  he  IV or  l d >or  Li fe,ot  Death  ,orThingsprefent, 

or 
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or  Things  to  come ,  &c.  Tho’  the  Bleffing  of  Abraham's 
Race, and  the  Poffeffion  of  Canaan ,  were  promiied  in  the 
Covenant  with  him,  yet  thefe  are  to  be  conceiv’d  of,  but 
in  a  lecondary  Reipecf,  and  as  additional  to  the  main 
Bleffing  of  the  Covenant,  I  will  be  thy  (jod  ;  as  all  tem¬ 
poral  Things  are  now  promifed  in  theCovenantol  Chrift. 
Math .  6.33.  One  would  think  our  Author  fear  ce  awake, 
when  he  imagin’d  this  to  be  a  Reafon  againft  the  Cove¬ 
nant  with  Abraham ,  its  being  the  Covenant  of  Grace. 

(5.)  He  inftances  in  IJhmael  &  Ejau ,  “  who  were  in- 
<c  eluded  in  thisCovenant  made  with  Abraham”  of  whom 
he  fays,  “  It  cannot  be  tho’t  they  were  in  the  Covenant 
of  Grace.”  Anfw.  If  he  had  attended  to  theDiftindtion 
("before  laid  down,  and  confirmed  by  Scripture)  of  being 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  either  in  Regard  of  its  exter¬ 
nal  Adminiftration,  or  inRegard  of  its  fpiritual  Efficacy, 
he  had  been  under  no  Difficulty  of  conceiving  how  thefe 
Perfons  might  be  truly  faid  to  be  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace.  In  the  former  Refpe£f,both  lfomael  &  Efau  were 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  outwardly  adminifter’d,  in  the 
Families  of  the  godly  Patriarchs  ;  whether  they  were  in 
it,  in  Refpedf  of  its  fpiritual  Efficacy,  is  not  fo  certain. 
However,  there  is  no  good  Evidence  to  the  contrary.  On 
the  other  Hand,  he  inftances  in  fome  of  Abraham's  Pre- 
decefTors,  and  Contemporaries,  fuch  as Arphaxad,  Melchi - 
zedek ,  and  Lot ,  who  (he  fays)  “  were  not  in  this  Cove- 
“  nant,  yet  were  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace.”  {ibid.)  Let 
us  fee  the  Force  of  this  Reafoning.  The  Covenant  with 
Abraham  was  not  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  becaufe  there 
were  fome  good  Men  living  about  that  Time,  who  were 
in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  under  a  formerAdminiftration, 
that  were  not  taken  into  this  Particular  new  Adminiftra¬ 
tion  of  it,  begun  in  the  Family  of  Abraham  :  hence  he 
concludes  ("and  it  is  furprizing  that  he  concludes  in  fo 
ftrong  Terms  from  fo  weak  a  Reafon )  “Wherefore  this 
“  can  never  be  reckoned  the  pure  Covenant  of  Grace.” 
Did  the  Author  of  the  Dialogue  ever  put  any  Thing  in 
the  Mouth  of  his  weakNeighbour  more  mean  &  trifling, 
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(as  Dr.  Gill  complains}  in  Defence  of  the  Principles  of 
Antipaedobaptifm  ?  I  find,  indeed,  more  Words  in  Dr. 
Gill,  but  rather  lefs  Strength  in  mod  of  his  Objeftions. 

His  6th  &  7th  Reafons  have  been  fully  obviated,  viz. 
“  That  theCovenant  ot  Grace  was  only  made  withChrift, 
as  the  federal  Head  of  it  ;  and  that  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  was  made  with  Chrift,  and  with  his  People,  as 
“  confider’d  in  Him, from  Everlafting.”  I  liave  clearly 
fnewed,  and  by  diversScripture-Reafons  fully  proved, that 
the  Covenant  made  with  Chrift  the  Mediator, before  the 
Foundation  of  the  World,  concerning  theRedemption  of 
fallen  Man, whatever 'Perm  be  given  it,  is  intirely  diftind 
from  that  which  is  called  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  made 
with  his  People  in  Time  :  and  have  alfo  lhewed  the  Ab¬ 
furdity  and  Impoftibility  of  a  Covenant  being  made  with 
any  of  Mankind  from  Eternity.  I  fhall  only  make  two 
or  three  Remarks  on  what  occurs  under  his ./w/^Objedtion. 
1.  Fie  reckons  it  an  Abfurdity,  that  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  fhould  be  faid  to  be  “  made  with  Abraham  as  the 
“  federal  Head  of  his  natural  &  fpiritual  Seed,  Jews  and 
Gentiles for,  faith  he,  “  Then  there  mult  be  twoHeads 
“  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.”  I  conceive  it  an  Impro¬ 
priety, to  fay,  that  Abraham  was  the  Head  of  the  Covenant 
of  Grace  :  Nor  is  it  imply’d  in  God’s  making  that  Co¬ 
venant  with  him,  and  his  Seed,  both  natural  &  adopted  ; 
but  that  Abraham  fhould  be  called  the  Head  of  the  con¬ 
federate  People  ;  not  as  the  Head  lignifies  either  anHead 
of  Government,  or  an  Head  of  Communication, which  is 
proper  to  Chrift  •,  but  as  Head  lignifies  the  cliiei ,  or  firft 
in  order  of  that  Adminiftration  of  the  Covenant,  and  the 
great  Pattern  &  Precedent  to  the  Faithful  in  all  fucceed- 
ing  Ages  ;  I  fee  no  more  Abfurdity  in  this,  than  his  be- 
ing call’d  in  Scripture,  the  Father  of  them  that  believe  : 
for  as  both  thefe  Terms  may  be  differently  explain’d, the 
confederate  People  may  as  properly  be  faid  to  have  two 
Heads  as  two  Fathers .  2.  He  adds,  No  meer  Man  is 

44  capableof’  Covenanting  with  God, —  lor  what  has  Man 
“  to  reftipulate  with  God  By  which  Queilion  he 
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fcems  to  imagine,  that  a  Reftipulation  on  Man’s  Part  im¬ 
plies  fomething  equivalent  to  God  sPromife,&  that  there 
can  be  no  Covenant  between  God  and  Man,  unlcls  Man 
could  offer  unto  God  an  Equivalent.  I  fhouli  be  fony 
to  have  any  Reader  who  fhould  think,  tnat  fuch  undi- 
gefled  Stuff  needed, or  defefved  a  ferious  Reply  *,  lor  this 
Notion  of  his  militates  againft  plain  baft  *,  to  what  Pur- 
pofe,  elfe,  is  it  that  the  Scripture  i peaks  lo  often  of  a  Co¬ 
venant  entred  into  between  God  and  Man  ?  But  he  for¬ 
gets  we  are  fpeakingof  a  Covenant  of  Graceful  whichGod 
is  pleafed  moft  gracioufly  to  condefcend  to  enter  intoAr- 
ticles  and  Stipulations  with  Man  for  his  own  Right.  Or 
if  he  does  not  mean  the  Offer  of  anEquivalent  by  Man’s 
RejUpulaiing ,  common  Senfe  dictates,  every  Man  hath 
wherewithal  to  reftipulate,  viz.  Himfelf,  Soul  and  Body, 
in  all  his  Capacities,  to  be  employ’d  in  the  Service  of  his 
Creator.  Rom.  6.13.  12.  1.  Which  is  all  thatGod  re¬ 

quires, and  which  he  is  gracioufly  pleafed  to  accept.  ‘They 
jhall  be  to  me  a  People.  3.  He  tells  us  what  he  conceives 
is  meant  by  the  Scriptures  fpeaking  fo  often  of  a  Cove¬ 
nant’s  being  made  with  Men.  “  When  atanyTime  we 
read,  (fays  he,  P.47.)  of  a  Covenant  of  Grace  made  with 
“  particular  Perfons,  it  mu  ft  always  be  underflood  of 
“  making  it  manifeft  to  them,  of  a  Revelation  of  theCo- 
“  venant,  &  of  anApplication  of  the  Covenant-Bleffings 
“  to  them.”  What  an  odd  Conceit  is  this  of  any  Cove¬ 
nant  made  with  Men, without  any  Confent  orAgreement 
on  their  Part !  The  Covenant  of  Grace  can  in  no  Pro¬ 
priety  of  Senfe  be  faid  to  be  made  with  any  Perfon,cnly 
by  the  Manifeftation  of  it,  or  by  the  Application  of  it’s 
Bleffings.  Firft^  It  cannot  be  made  only  by  the  Mani¬ 
feftation  of  it  :  which  in  the  Nature  of  the  Thing  goes 
before  the  making  of  it  *,  and  it  may  be,  and  often  has 
been  revealed  and  manifefted  to  many,  with  whom  it  ne¬ 
ver  has  been  made.  Chrift  is  called  the  Mejfenger  of  the 
Coz  tenant^  Mai.  3.  1.  And  was  he  net  the  Melfenger  of 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  And  was  it  not  theTendency 
and  Scope  of  all  his  Sermons  and  Difcourfes  recorded  in 

the 
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the  Gofpel,  to  reveal  and  publifh  this  Covenant  to  the 
Jews,  to  open  the  Doftrine  of  his  New-Covenant,toiettle 
the  Terms, and  offer  the  Privileges  of  it  to  that  People  ? 
Was  this  Covenant  then  made  with  the  Jews,  when  it 
was  thus  revealed  and  manifefted  to  them  (even  byChrift 
himfehj  while  at  the  lameTime  they  were  prejudiced  a- 
gainft  his  Perfon  and  Doftrine  ?  The  Evano-elift  tells 
us,  Joh,  1. 1 1.  He  came  to  his  own ,  and  his  own  received 
him  not .  They  refufed  his  MelTage,  agreed  not  to  his 
Terms,  would  not  believe  in  him  *,  therefore,  with  them, 
furely,  no  Covenant  of  Grace  was  made, notwithstanding 
the  Revelation  of  it.  But  thofe  with  whom  this  Cove^ 
nant  was  made, were  fuch  as  complied  with  theCondition 
of  it,  thofe  that  believed  in  his  Name ,  y/.  1 2.  and  not  only 
had  it  manifefted  to  them.  Oi  if  he  means  a  fpiritual 
Manifeftation  of  the  Covenant,  by  inward  Illumination 
of  the  Mind,  even  this, in  the  order  of  Nature, goes  before 
Covenanting.  Men  mult  underhand  with  their  Hearts , 
and  fo  be  converted.  Mat.  13.  15.  They  murtconfent, 
with  a  prevailing  Inclination  of  their  Wills  (implied  in 
their  Converfion)  as  well  as  underftand  with  theirHearts, 
belore  anyCovenant  can  be  properly  faid  to  be  made  with 
them.  What  ftrangeDoftrine  does  thisMan  let  forth,  in 
aflerting  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  be  made  with  particu¬ 
lar  Perfons,  when  it  is  but  manifefted  to  them  ?  Yea, and 
how  dangerous  too,* teaching  Men  to  believe,  they  are  in 
the  Covenant  of  Grace,  only  becaufe  of  its  Manifeftation 
to  them  !  Nor  Secondly ,  Can  itwwith  any  Propriety  be 
faid  to  be  made  with  any  one,  by  the  Application  of  the 
Bleffmgs  of  it  ;  which  pre-fuppofes  the  making  of  the 
Covenant,  or  a  previous  Agreement  to  the  Propofition 
and  Terms  of  it.  What  is  Prefumption,but  a  Man’s  Ap¬ 
plication  of  the  Bleffmgs  of  the  Covenant  to  himfelf,  be- 
fore,or  without  the  Confent  of  hisWill  to  the  Conditions 
required  ?  What  he  talks  ol  “  an  original  Contract  with 
particularPerfons,”  {ibid.)  I  pretend  not  to  affert  any  fuch 
Thing  *,  unlefs  the  Covenant  made  with  the  firftParents, 
or  Heads  of  a  godly  Race  may  be  fo  term'd.  But  God’s 
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Promife  annex’d  to  his  Command,  makes  up  the  whole 
Matter  of  his  Covenant  with  Men  ;  and  leaves  no  Room 
for  Men  to  indent  with  God,  by  putting  any  Articles, or 
Exceptions  into  his  Covenant  fas  isufua!  with  contract¬ 
ing  Parties  among  Men)  and  their  Confent  and  Agree¬ 
ment  is  requifite  to  the  Formality  of  this  Covenant.  His 
faying  “The  original  Contract  was  made  with  them  only 
44  in  Chrift,”  is  but  a  Repetition  of  his  former  Error,in 
confounding  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  with  that  of  Re¬ 
demption,  which  I  have  before  (efficiently  refuted. 

(8.)  OurAuthor  goes  on  to  fay  in  the  laftPlace,  P.48. 
“  It  will  be  allowed  that  the  Covenant  made  with Abra- 
“  ham  was  a  peculiar  Covenant,  fuch  as  was  never  made 
“  with  any  before  or  fince.”  Anfw.  That  there  were 
fome  fpecial  Favours  and  Prerogatives  granted  by  God 
to  Abraham*  in  his  Tranfadions  with  him  ;  And 
that  the  Covenant  made  with  him  had  a  particular  Form 
of  Adminiftration,  has  been  allowed  already  ;  but  that 
this  Covenant,  in  the  main  Eflentials  of  it,  was  peculiar 
to  him,  fuck  as  was  never  made  with  any  before ,  or  fince 7 
will  not  be  allowed  ;  being  contrary  to  the  Tenor  of 
many  plain  Texts  of  Scripture,  whereby  I  have  proved 
particularly,  that  the  Covenant  made  with  fibraham  is 
the  fame  Covenant  of  Grace,  tor  Subftance,  with  that 
which  fubfifts  under  the  Gofpel-Adminiftration.  And 
therefore  it  is  certain,  that  the  fame  Covenant  has  been 
made  fince  the  Time  of  Abrahamy  both  with  the  natural 
Seed  of  lfraei* and  with  the  New-  Feftamcnt  Ifrael.  And 
that  the  fame  Covenant  was  made  with  thePatriarchs  be¬ 
fore  the  Time  of  Abrahamy  is  eafily  proved.  TheCove- 
nant  with  Abraham  was  a  Covenant  of  the  Ri^htecufnefs 
of  Faith .  for  fo  the  Apoftle  interprets  andC  deferibes 
the  Covenant  of  which  Circumcifion  was  the  Token  and 
Seal.  Rom.  4.  1 1.  And  the  Covenant  v/nhNoab  hath  the 
fame  Interpretation  and  Defcription  given  of  it  in  the 
New  Teft ament,  Heb.  1 1.  7.  By  Faith  Noah—  became 
Herr  of  the  Kigbtecufnefs  which  is  of  Fatih ;  and  that  it 
was  in  Being  before  tbeDaysof  Noah his  being  called  the 
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Heir  or  this  Righteoufnefs,inumates  hisSuccefiion  to  it  in 
the  Line  of  the  Church  :  And  indeed  the  lameCovenant 
of  Grace  has  always  been  the  Church’s  Heritage  from 
the  Beginning.  But  how  does  it  appear,  that  this  Cove¬ 
nant  was  peculiar  to  Abraham  ?  He  fays  {ibid.)  “  It  was 
“  gf  a  mixed  Kind,  that  it  had  Promifes  and  Mercies  in 
“  it  of  a  temporal  Nature, to  his  natural  Seed  ;  &  others 
“  of  a  fpiritualSort,to  his  fpiritual  Seed.  ”Anfw.  Then 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  is  of  a  mixed  Kind  ;  for  I  have  be¬ 
fore  prov’d,that  the  Promifes  or  tempora] Mercies  belong 
to  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  (  under  his  fourth  Head  of 
Reafons,  which  is  the  fame  in  Effect  with  this  •,  ‘and  the 
iameAnfwer  may  be  returned  to  it.)So  that  if  this  proves 
any  Thing  to  his  Purpofe,it  will  prove  too  much  :  That 
there  is  no  Covenant  or- Grace  at  all  extant  in  Scripture. 
But  what  a  flrange  Difcribution  does  he  here  make  of 
the  promifed  Mercies  of  the  Covenant  ?  Thofe  of  a  tem¬ 
poral  Nature  belonging  to  his  natural  Seed ,  thofe  of  a  fpiri¬ 
tual  Sort  to  his  fpiritual  Seed .  Were  there  not  many  of 
thofe  whom  he  calls  his  fpiritual  Seed  among  his  natural 
Seed  ?  And  did  not  fpiritual  Promifes  belong  to  them, 
became  they  were  his  natural  Seed  ?  Again,  did  not  tem¬ 
poral  Promifes  and  Mercies  belong  to  his  fpiritual  Seed, 
as  well  as  natural  ?  Unlefs  by  fpiritual  he  means  difem- 
bodied  Spirits.  Did  not  God  takp  the  whole  Man  into 
Covenant,  Body  as  well  as  Soul, and  therefore  particularly 
fet  the  Mark  of  his  Covenant  on  the  Body  ?  And  is  the 
Body  left  unprovided  of  temporal  Mercies  ?  Did  not  pi¬ 
ous  Jacob  fo  interpret  the  Covenant,  as  the  Ground  of 
hisITope  and  Plea  for  temporal  Mercies  ?  Gen. 28.20,21. 
What  Warrant  then  had  our  Author  for  this  Difcribution  ? 
Yet  this  he  makes  the  Ground  of  his  following  Inquiry. 
But  here  again  let  me  obferve,  the  Promifes  of  a  tempo¬ 
ral  Nature  in  this  Covenant,  he  lays,  “  are  more  nume¬ 
rous,  clear  and  diftinct,”  and  feems  to  thruft  down  the 
fpiritual  Promifes  into  a  lower  Clafs,  as  they  (land  in 
Abraham  s  Covenant :  Whereas  the  Reverfe  is  true, that 
fpiritual  Promifes  are  the  primary,  manifeftly  principal 
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mod  excellent,  and  glorious,  comprehenfive,  and  lading 
.Promifesin  thisCovenant:  to  which  the  temporal  Promife 
of  Canaan  is  annexed,  as  an  Appendage  of  theCovenant, 
and  this,  confidered  as  an  additional  temporal  Bleffing, 
comes  under  the  Title  of  that  great  Promife,  I  will  be 
a  God  to  thee  *,  as  all  temporal  Biddings  do  now  in  the 
New-Covenant. 

Thefe  are  all  his  Reafons,  which  occur  under  the  lead- 
ingEnquiry,  (which  I  have  fairly  reprefented,and  not de~ 
fignedly  iupprefs’d  any  Thing  that  may  be  tho’t  to  be 
of  the  lead  Force)  whereby  he  endeavours  to  prove,  the 
Covenant  with  Abraham  was  not  a  Covenant  of  Grace. 
And  I  leave  it  to  the  intelligent  and  impartial  Reader  to 
judge,  how  little  they  avail  to  make  out  the  Point  he 
would  conclude  from  them,  or  whether  they  do  not  ra¬ 
ther  leave  the  oppoilte  Truth  more  firmly  effablifhed. 

Secondly ,  I  proceed  to  his  next  Inquiry,  “With  whom 
“  thisCovenant  was  made  :55  and  thus  he  Hates  theQuefti- 
on,  “  Whether  thisCovenant,  fb  far  as  it  may  be  reck- 
“  oned  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  or  a  Revelation  of  it,  or 
“  reipefted  fpiritualThings,was  made  with  all  Abraham's 
“  Seed  after  theFlefh,and  with  all  the  naturalSeed  of  be- 
“  lievingGentiles  r” — I  except  agai-nft  feveral  Things  in. 
thisState  of  theQuedion.  (i.)Againft  the  limitingClaule, 
So  far  as  it  may  be  reckoned  a  Covenant  of  Grace .  For  I  have 
proved  this  Covenant  with  Abraham  to  be  purely  a  Co¬ 
venant  of  Giace,  in  Didinblion  from  the  Covenant  of 
Works,  which  is  inconfiftent  with  that  of  Grace  :  Nor 
doth  the  Mixture  of  temporal  Promifes  make  it  a  ids 
pure  Covenant  of  Grace.  (2.)  Aga;nd  his  Explanation 
of  theCovenant  of  Grace  ;  meaning  thereby,  1.  A  Re* ve- 
lation  of  that  Covenant  only.  2.  Its '  ref  petting  only  jpiri- 
tual  Things.  Both  which  abfurd  Notions  of  theCovenant 
or  Grace  i  have  before  refuted.  Whereas,  the  Queftion 
inomd  be  thus  dated,  Whether  theCovenant  of  Grace  made 
wtth  Abraham,  extended  to ,  and  comprehended  all  his  natu - 
ral  Seed ,  and  all  the  natural  Seed  of  believing  Gentiles,  tin¬ 
der  the  vtfibk  Adminifi ration  of  it  •  till  by  their  Apojtacy „ 
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Infidelity  or  Profanenef  V,  they  cut  themf elves  off  and  are 
excluded  by  God  ?  I  add  this  Limitation,  Fir  ft ,  Becaufe 
theCovenant,  in  the  outward  Adminiffration  of  it,  is  no 
abfolute  Security  againftApoftacy  ;  whether  we  refpect 
Infants  who  are  admitted  into  it  with  their  religious  Pa- 
rents*  in  Infancy,  or  grown  Perfonsin  their  folemn  cove¬ 
nanting  withGod,how  credible  foever  their ProfeiTion  be  in 
the  Sight  of  Men,  and  how  unqueftionable  foever  their 
Right  may  be  to  the  Ordinances  of  the  Church  :  and  it 
is  not  denied,  that  A poftates  forfeit  all  Right  they  had  in 
the  Covenant,  and  may  juftly  be  turned  out  of  it.  Se¬ 
condly  y  Becaufe  though  it  be  anAft  of  Sovereignty  inGod 
to  admit  whom  he  will  into  his  Covenant,  yet  tis  not  a 
meer  A£t  of  Sovereignty  to  exclude  thofe  whom  he  hath 
once  admitted  •,  but  an  Ad  of  Juftice  alfo,  upon  a  For¬ 
feiture  committed.  Neverthelds  there  is  much  to  be  af- 
cnbed  to  theSovereignty  of  God, in  taking,  or  nott  ak  ing 
this  Forfeiture.  Some  have  a  longer  Space  for  Repen¬ 
tance  indulg’d  them  under  their  L^egeneracies,  and  for 
that  End  are  continued  longer  under  the  external  Admi- 
niftration  of  the  Covenant,  than  others.  And  therefore 
in  order  to  their  Exclufion,  there  feems  requifite  an  Act 
of  God, declared  by  hisVvord,or  by  hisProviaence.  Hence 
it  was,that  when  the  Iiraelites  had  degenerated  into  Ido¬ 
latry  in  AhaP s  Time,  and  fo  forfeited  theirRight  in  the 
Covenant,  Goddid  not  wholly  caft  them  oft, but  prolong’d 
their  Space  of  Repentance,  and  fent  Elijah  to  turn  back 
their  heart  to  the  Lord  God  of  IfraeL  i  Kin. 18.37,  3%> 
39.  And  though  the  Jews  had  become  exceeding  dege¬ 
nerate  and  wicked  about  the  Time  of  Chrift’s  Coming, 
yet  God  did  not  prefently  difcovenant  them,  but  fent 
John  the  Baptift  to  turn  many  of  the  Children  of  Iirael  to 
the  Lord  their  God.  Luk.  1.  16,  I  he  Covenant-Relation 
ftillfubfifted,  till  their  Rejection  of  Chrift  and  the  Gof- 
pel,  and  the  Diffolution  of  their  Church  and  Common- 
Wealth  that  followed  thereupon  ;  when  God  wrote  Lo - 
ah<mi  upon  them,  and  diffolved  the  Relation.  But  upon 
an  Offence  committed  by  JJlmaeU  the  Sen  of  the  Bond- 
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woman,  he  was  prefently  turned  out  of  Abraham' sFami- 
ly,  and  that  by  the  exprefs  Order  of  God  (Gen.  21.12.) 
who  took  Occafion  thereupon  to  declare  Ifaac  the  Heir 
of  his  Covenant,  in  whofe  Race  the  Line  of  the  Church 
fhould  be  continued,  and  the  BlelTings  of  the  Promife 
tranfmitted  to  his  Seed,  till  the  Coming  of  Chrift.  In 
Ilaac  fiall  thy  Seed  be  called.  Yeti  think,  it  cannot  hence 
certainly  be  concluded,  that  IJhmael  was  cutoff"  from  all 
perfonal  Intereft  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  but  only  from 
the  Privilege  of  having  it  entail’d  on  his  Seed  or  Pofte- 
rity,  as  it  was  on  the  Seed  of  Ifaac ,  who  was  conftituted 
Heir  of  theL-ovenant,  according  to  the  full  Extent  of  the 
Promife  to  his  Seed ;  from  thisHeirfhip  If mael  was  ex¬ 
cluded  :  as  the  Apoftle  quotes. the  Oracle,  Gal.  4.  30. 

Caft  out  theBondwoman  and  her  Son  ;  for  the  Son  of  the  Bond¬ 
woman  Jhall  not  be  Heir  with  the  Son  of  the  I'reewonuin . 

And  hence  I  would  oblerve,- That  there  was  a  twofold 
Limitation  of  the  Covenant  to  Abraham's  natural  Seed. 

Firft,  It  was  limited  to  Ifaac  ;  IJhmael  being  caft  out  : 

And  afterwards  it  was  iimited  to  Jacob  ;  If  an  for  his 
x  .oranenefs  in  contemning  the  Birth-Right,  and  thereby 
forfeiting  the  patriarchal  Blefllng,  being  rejected  :  And 
o  it  was  conjii  med  unto  J a oo, and  hisPofterity,yi?r  an  even - 
lifting'  Covenant,  (Pfa.  105.  10.)  without  any  further  Li¬ 
mitation  till  the  Coming  ot  Chrift ;  unlefs  we  will  fay, 
it  was  iimited  to  the  Houfe  of  Judah,  when  the  ten 
Tribes  were  excommunicated,  being  driven  out  of  their 
own  Land,  for  their  Breach  of  Covenant,  by  their  Apo- 
ftacy  and  Idolatry.  So  that  the  Covenant  with  Abraham , 

Ifaac  and  Jacob ,  was  the  Root  of  the  Church-State  of  the 
Jews,  till  they  were  broken  off  for  their  rejeftinv  Chrift 
the  promifed  Seed,  and  the  Gentile  Churches  ingrafted 
m  their  Room.— This  being  premis’d,  and  the  Queftion 
ltated  as  aforefaid,  I  maintain  the  Affirmative,  viz.  that 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  made  with  Abraham ,  extends  to 
and  comprehends  all  his  natural  Seed,  (under  the  Limi-  I 
tat  ions  abovementioned  )  and  all  the  natural  Seed  of  be¬ 
lieving  Gentiles  under  the  viftbleAdminiftration  of  it,tii! 

2  *  they 
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they  cut  off  tkemfclvcs  by  Apofiacy,  &c.  And  I  might 
ciifmifs  ail  his  Arguments  and  Exceptions  againft  the 
Truth  laid  down  in  this  Propofition,  with  this  only  Re* 
mark,  -viz.  That  they  all  proceed  on  this  mi  (taken  Sup- 
politico,  -  that  none  can  be  (aid  to  be  in  the  Covenant 
of  Grace,  but  thofe  that  participate -of  the  Grace  of  the 
Covenant,  or  are  truly  regenerate  and  fanclified  :  which 
whcliv’ovcnutns  theDiftindlion  of  theCovenant  of  Grace 

j 

oiitwardly  adminifter’d,  and  inwardly  applied  in  its  fpiri- 
tu&iFfRoacy-;  which  I  have  (hewed  has  a  folidFoundation 
in  Srripture.  And  there  needs  nothing  more  than  the 
Application  of  thisbMftjodtion,  to  difcover  the  Fallacies 
andDdects-of  ourAuthor’sReafoning  ;  as  by  a  brief  View 
of  alLthat  he  has  objected  under  each  Branch  of  the  In¬ 
quiry,  may  appear.  hfuefl.  i.  Whether  this  Covenant 
was  mcicLeewttb\alk  Abraham’s  Seed  according  to  the  Flefh  ? 
His  Reafons  for  theNegative-are, 

pi  A  M  If  it  was  made  with  all  the  natural  Seed  of  A~ 
:bmhamy  as  fuch,  it  mult  be  made  with  his  more  im- 
mediate  Offspring,  with  a  mocking  and  perfecuting 
djhmdei — -  And 'with  a  prophane  Efau.  P.  49k5  An  fa. 
I  have  already i  obferved,  that  Ijhmaet  and  Efau  were  ex- 
i  bv  a  divine  Direction  *,  however,  before  Ifhmael 
3e  “  a  mocking  and  perfecuting  Iihi-fsael,5*  and 
Efau  fhewed  himfelf  a  prof  am  Efau  Both  the  one  and 
the  other  were  Subjects  of  the  outward  and  vifible  Admi- 
niftratromof;  the  Covenant,  in  the-  religious  Families  of 
the ■  Patriarchs,  and  had  the  Token  oi  the  Covenant  ap¬ 
plied  to  them;  equally-  wkhlfaac,  th&Child  ol  thePromile, 
and  with  “  'a -plaid 'hearted  Jacob.”  - 

(2:}  Then, .he  fays,  (ibid.)  “It  tr.uft  be  made  with  all 
“  his.  remote  Posterity,  and  il.tr, d  good  to  them  in  t heir 
«<  moil  corrupt  Stated’  And  he  inftanCcsin  the  Unbelie- 
whofe  Carcates  tell  in  the  Wildernefs,”  and  in 
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cc  the  ten  Tribes  who  revoked  from  the  pure  Service  of 
“  -Godff  &c.  -and  in  “  the  Scribes  and  Tharifees  in  our 
Saviour's  Time,  that  wicked, adulterous*  and  hypocri- 

«  deal  Generation  oi  Men,  &ck:  And  then  concludes 
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with  an  Exclamation,  ccWhat  Man  that'  ferioufly  conli- 
44  ders  thele  Things,  can  think  that  the  Covenant  of 
44  Grace  belong’d  to  thele  Men  ?”  Anfw.  It  is  evident 
from  Scripture, that  theCovenant  of  Grace,  in  Regard  of 
its  external  AdminiPiration,  belong’d  to  all  thele 
Men;  notwithftanding  their  Degeneracies  and  Im¬ 
pieties.  And  though  God  threaten’d -once  and  again 
to  difmherit  that  unbelieving  and  murmuringGeneration 
in  the  Wildernefs  ;  yet  upon  Mofes9 s  Interceffion,  he  ftiil 
bore  with  them.  And  when  yet  he  paired  Sentence, 
that  the  Carcafes  of  thofe  Murmurers  ftloulcl  fall  in  the 
Wildernefs  (which  was  Part  of  the  Discipline  of  his 
Covenant,  to  bring  them  to  Repentance)  their  Children 
and  littleOnes  were  exprefly  excepted  if  Numb.  14:28,-3 1.) 
to  fhew  that  he  defign’d  not  to  cut  off  the  Entail  of  his 
Covenant  from  their  Children.  And  when  the  tenTribes 
revolted  from  the  pure  Service  of  God  to  Idolatry,  and 
fo  had  broken  Covenant  with  the  God  of  Ijrael^ Elijah 
complain’d,  1  Kings  19-  10.  Lhe  Children  of  If  r  a  el  have 
jorfaken  thy  Covenant :  Y  et  God  did  not  preiently-  break 
his  Covenant  with  them,  nor  wholly  disfranchize  them, 
as  he  might  juftly  have  done  ;  but  exorcis’d  I'ong'  fuiTer- 
ing  for  many  Years  towards  them,&  lent  hisProphets  to 
teftify  unto  them,  that  he  might  reclai  m  them :  particularly 
Elijato  was  lent  to  reftore  the  true  Worfhio  ol  God  anion  p* 
them.  And  in  the  Kingdom  of  Judah,  when -the  People 
renewed  the  Covenant  under  the  reforming  Kings,  after 
a  loregoing  Breach  on  their  Part,  in  the  Reign  of  A  fa, 
joafo,  and  Jofiah, there  was  noDoubc  of  God’s  Rcadinels 
to  accept  them, and  make  good  theCovenant  on  his  Part. 
When  tvey  fought  him, he  was  found  of  them.  2  Chron.  1  a.  1 
And  in  calling  them  by  his  Prophets  unto  Repentance, 
he  pleads  hisCovenantReiation  to  them, under  theSimili- 
tude  of  a  Marriage-Covenant.  Jer. 3. 1 4. Turn,  0 bacljliding 
Chiluren, faith  the  Lord ,  for  I  am  married  unto  you.  For  in 
the  Covenant  he  made  with  them,  when  he  brok  them 
out  oi Egypt, he  took  upon  himtheRelation  of  a nllufband 
unto  them.  Jer.  31.  32.  And  he  directs  them  in  their  Re- 

1  3  turn 


2}’S  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap. IV. 

tuin  to  him  to  plead  tlieir  Covenant-Relation.  Jer.?.2  2, 
* — Bebold^we  come  unto  thee^for  thou  art  the  LordourGod. 
All  which  amounts  to  a  manifeft  Evidence,  that  even  in 
their  greateft  Degeneracies,  and  in  their  moft  corrupt 
State,  they  were  Subjects  of  the  external  Adminiftration 
cl  the  Covenant,  And  even  the  wicked  Jews  in  our  Sa¬ 
viour’s  Time,  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  that  conlpir’d 
his  Death,  though  exceedingly  corrupt,  yet  were  in  Abra¬ 
ham's  Covenant ;  though  they  were  prone  to  boaft  pre- 
fumptuoufly  of  that  Privilege,  that  they  were  not  as  yet 
difcovenanted.  Chrift  allows  them  to  be  Abraham\  Seed 
by  natural  Defcent,  and  inRegard  of  the  vifible  Admini- 
ftration  of  his  Covenant  *,  though  they  difcover’d  aSpirit 
andTemper  moft  oppofite  to  that  of  Abraham .  Job.  8.37. 
And  in  the  Beginning  of  the  New-Teftament-Miniftry, 
after  the  Death,  Refurredlion,  and  Afcenfion  of  Chrift, 
the  Apoftle  Peter  declares  to  the  Jews, that  they  were  the 
Children  and  Heirs  of  Abraham's  Covenant.  Adt  3. 25. 
Te  are  the  Children — of  theCovenant^hichGod  wade  with 
cur  Fathers,  faying  unto  Abraham ,  &c.  And  for  thisRea- 
fon  they  were  privileged  with  the  firft  Offer  of  Chrift, 
and  his  New^Covenant-Bleffings,  as  it  follows,,  f.  26. 
Unto  you  firft ,  God  having  raifed  up  his  Son  Jefus^fent  him 
to  blefs  you,iic.  And  their  rejedting  this  Offer  through 

Unbelief, 'was  the  Caufe  of  their  final  Exclufion  and  Ex- 

> 

communication  from  theNew-Teflament-  Adminiftration 
of  tbeCovenant,  And  the  Paffage  our  Author  cites  from 
Rom.  9.  6,  7.  might  have  taught  him  the  ule  of  fo me 
iuchDiftindion,as  I  have  propos’d  :  for  it  is  evident  from 
the  exprels  Words  of  Scripture, that  God’s  Covenant  and 
Promife  was  to  all  the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham  (in  the 
Line  of  Ifiaac  and  Jacob)  in  their  Generations ,  Gen.  17.7. 
which  mu  ft  be  underftood  according  to  the  vifible  infti- 
ruted  Adminiftration  cf  it ;  though  all  his  natural  Seed 
were  not  for  this  Reafon  the  genuine, or  regeneratedChil- 
dren  of  Gpd,  by  a  Participation  of  the  laving  Grace  of 
cheCovenant.  And  tis  as  evident, that  all Ijrael  were  taken 
ii^oCovcnant  with  God  3  and  this,  purfuant  to  theCove- 
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nant  with  Abraham Jfaac  fkjacob,  Dcut.iy.  13. —though 
all  ol  that  holy  Nation  and  peculiar  People  were  not  in¬ 
ternally  &  really  fandified  by  theGrace  of  theCovenant, 
fo  as  to  anfwer  that  diftinguifliingTitle,in  being  Israelites 
indeed . 

(3.)  He  further  fays,  P.  50.  u  Then  it  mud  be  made 
“  with  Ijhmaeliies ,  and  Edomites ,  &c.”  Anfw.  The  Con- 
fequence  is  here  to  be  denied  *,  for  thePofterity  of  IJhmael 
and  Efau  were  excluded  by  divine  Order  and  Direction, 
as  has  been  laid,  (Specially  fucn  of  them  as  apoftatized 
from  the  Covenant  of  Abraham )  ancj  the  Line  of  theCo- 
venant,  was  limited  to  the  natural  Seed  of  Jfaac  &  Jacob. 

("4. )  But  it  this  Covenant  with  Abraham  mult  be  the 
Covenant  of  Grace,  he  has  found  out  a  Way  to  evade 
the  Force  of  the  Argument  from  it,  by  having  Recourfe 
to  his  former  exploded Hypothecs,  “  That  it  could  be  no 
“  more  than  aReveiation,  Manifeftation,Copy  or  Tranf- 
<c  cript  of  it-,”  And  therefore  can  never  be  thought  to 
<c  comprehend  more  than  the  original  Centra#,  the 
“  eternal  Covenan tf between  the  Father  and  the  Son.” 
Anfw .  Enough,  I  think,  has  been  faid  to  confute  this  un¬ 
found  and  unfcripturalNotion  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace., 
which  makes  it  the  fame  with  the  Covenant  traniaded 
between  the  Father  and  the  Son  before  the  World  was, 
or  only  aManifeftation  of  that  Covenant  ^  fo  that  all  and 
only  the  Elect  are  interefted  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
and  that  from  Everlafting.  But  how  Dr.  Gill  will  here 
clear  himfelf  from  a  plain  Contradidipn,  when  he  adds 
this  as  the  Character  of  ail  that  are  in  the  Covenant  of 
Grace,  P.  51.  “  They  have  all  of  them  theLaws  of  God 
“  put  into  their  Minds,  and  written  in  theirHearts,they 
“  have  new  Hearts  and  new  Spirits  given  them,  &c.5’  I 
confefs,I  am  not  able  to  difcern  :  unlefs  he  vouches  it  as 
his  Opinion  that  they  all  have  the  Laws  of  God  written 
in  their  Hearts,  and  have  new  Hearts  given  them  from 
Everlafting  •,  which  is  fo  extravagant  aWhimfy,  as  muflt 
give  Difguft  to  the  common  Senfe  and  Realon  of  Man¬ 
kind.  Or  if  he  has  any  fofaer  confiftent  Meaning,  and 
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intended  only  to  fay,  that  all  that  are  in  the  Covenant  of 
Cjiice  i rom  xiverlalting,  nave  thzLaws  of  God  written  in 
their  Hearts ,  in  I  ime  (i.  e.  fome  l  ime  or  other  of  their 
Lives)  then  it  will  follow, according  to  his  GwnHypothe- 
fis5  that  this  Character  of  having  theLaw  of  God  written 
in  the  Heart,  is  not  diftinctive,  and  proper  to  all  that  are 
in  Covenant;  for  if  they  be  in  Covenant  fromEverlafting, 
then  J li rely  they  were  fo,  all  the  Time  or  their  Lives  be¬ 
fore  the  Law  or  God  is  written  in  their  Hearts,  and  they 
have  new  Hearts  given  them  ;  and  fo  Men  may  be  in 
Covenant  without  being  regenerated  or  fanftified.  Why 
then  does  he  make  this  Objection  againft  all  Abraham* s 
natural  Race  their  being  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  be- 
cauie  many  of  them  v/ere  wicked  &  unholy  ?  When  ac¬ 
cording  to  his  own  Scheme  of  Notions  he  muft  either  fay, 
that  many  are  in  theCovenant  of  Grace  before  they  have 
newHearts  given  them, or  that  they  have  Rich  newHearts 
given  them  from  Everlafting.  Now  becaufe  all  this  can¬ 
not. be  laid  fand  no  Man  in  his  Senfes  pretends  to  fay  it) 
of  all  the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham ,  that  all  of  them  are 
eternally  cho fen,  regenerated,  fandtified,  &c.  therefore 
he  concludes,  that  all  the  naturalSeed  of  Abraham  could 
not  be  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  He  had  talk’d  more 
intelligibly,  if  his  Enquiry  had  been,  Whether  all  the 
natural  Seed  of  Abraham' were  truly  regenerated  ?  And 
hisAirgument  for  theNegative  had  been  fomething  more 
pertinent  :  but  then  he  might  know, that  no  Paedobaptift, 
in  Confequence  of  his  Argument  from  theCovenant  with 
Abraham ,  would  have  been  oblig’d  to  oppofe  him.  But 
for  a  Man  f  taking  it  for  granted, that  none  can  be  laid  to 
be  in  the  Covenant,  but  the  Elect  and  truly  Regenerate, 
without  Proof)  to  run  on  in  a  declamatory  Stile,  inveigh- 
ing  againft  the  contrary  Tenet.,  without  ever  takingNo- 
tice  of  the  Diftin  f  t  ion  that  ought  to  be  made  in  thisCafe, 
is  not  to  explain  or  fettle  the  Truth,  but  to  involve  it  in 
greater  Darknefs  &  Confuficn,and  can  fcarce  be  thought 
to  have  any  other  Dcfign  than  to  anuife  and  millead  the 
vulgar  Reader, ' 
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As  to  the  Sentiments  and  Principles  of  theGentleman, 
who  was  the  Author  of  theDialogue,  which  Dr.  Gill  here 
repeats  his  Refle&ions  upon,  1  have  lire  wed  already  how 
confident  thofe  Principles  are  (as  exprefs’d  in  the  Dia¬ 
logue)  with  the  true  Scripture-Do&rme  of  Election, &c. 
as  it  (lands  in  Opposition  to  /> r  mini  an  Tenets  *,  io  that  he 
had  noGrounds  lor  his  Confidence,  that  that  Author  was 
uncapable  of  writing  withPropriety  &Succeis,and  “with¬ 
out  Contradiction  to  himfelr,55  again  ft  thofe  Tenets’. 

Shiejl.  2.  “  Whether  this  Covenant  with  Abraham  was 
“  made  with  all  the  natural  Seed  of  believing;  Gentiles  ?’* 
The  Diftinction  between  the  actual  and  virtual  makino* 

•%  „  O 

of  the  Covenant  being  luppos’d  (for  actually  it  could  not 
be  made  with  them  before  they  came  into  Exiftence, but 
virtually  it  might  include  or  comprehend  the  natural 
Seed  of  believing  Gentiles)  1  hold  the  Affirmative,  and 
have  proved  it.  Dr.  Gill  endeavours  to  prove  the  Ne¬ 
gative;  but  his  Arguments  run  in  the  fame  Strain,  and 
are  grounded  on  the  famefalfe  and  confuted  Hypothecs 
with  the  former. 

1.  He  allows,  “That  thisCovenant  xtfyzGt&Abrahcmfs 
fpiritual  Seed  among  the  Gentiles ,  even  all  true  Belie¬ 
vers, —  but  not  the  natural  Seed  of  believing  Gen- 
“  tiles  ”  P*53*  SohereisaftrongAiTertion,butnoProof. 
I  have  fully  demonftrated  from  Scripture, that  the  Cove¬ 
nant  with  Abraham  and  his  natural  Seed  runs  in  the  fame 
Tenor, with  believing  Jews  and  Gentiles, under  theGofpel, 
and  their  Seed,  and  io  have  anticipated  all  hisObjedtions 
unde;  this  Enquiry.  But  here  he  adds  a  Stroke  that  at 
once  cuts  oft’ all  Abraham's  naturalSeed,  &  all  the  natural 
Seed  of  believing  Gentiles, from  having  any  Share  in  the 
Covenant.  For  he  fays ,ibid.  “  That  to  none  can  fpiiitual 
“  Biellings  belong,  but  to  a  Ipirituai  Seed, not  a  natural 
one.55  But  I  prefume,  this  was  ipoken  unawares, 
from  his  Affectation  of  ftrong  Perms,  when  he  meant 
to  fay,  not  a  nicer  natural  Seed  ;  for  fa  rely  lie  will 
grant,  that  thofe  whom  he  calls  a  fpiritual  Seed,  were 
molt  numerous  among  the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham, and 
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among  the  natural  Seed  of  Chriftian  Gentiles ,  Why  then 
does  he  fo  indiftindlly  oppofc  a  natural  Seed  to  a  fpiritual  ? 

But  here  he  makes  aChallenge,  “Let  it  be  prov’d,if  it 
€i  can,  that  all  the  natural  Seed  of  believing  Gentiles  are 
the  ipiritual  Seed  of  Abraham,  and  then  they  will  be 
<c  admitted  to  have  a  Claim  to  thisCovenant.  Anf  If  he 
means,  by  the  fpiritual  Seed  of  Abraham ,a  truly  regenerate 
Seed,  no  Man  pretends  the  Proof  of  it  ;  and  it  is  imper¬ 
tinent,  and  proceeds  on  his  confuted  Miftake,  that  no 
Perlbn  can  be  faid  to  be  in  Covenant  but  the  trulyRege- 
nerate.  Whereas, it  is  not  requifite  to  a  Perfon’s  vifible 
Title  &  Claim  to  the  externalPrivileges  of  cheCovenant, 
that  he  fhould  be  truly  Regenerate, or  a  fmcere  Believer  : 
but  only  give  credibleEvidence  in  the  Sight  of  Men  that 
he  is  fo  ;  fince  theAdminiftration  of  theCovenant  is  by  di¬ 
vine  Inftitution  committed  unto  Men  :  and  fuch  a  credi¬ 
ble  Evidence  is  the  vifible  Profeffion  of  the  Adult  ;  and 
it  is  an  equally  fufficient  and  credible  Evidence  &  War¬ 
rant  to  the  Church  to  proceed  by,  in  admitting  Infants 
to  the  vifible  Privileges  of  the  Covenant  they  are  capable 
of,  that  God  is  pleafed  to  extend  his  Covenant  and  Pro- 
rnife  to  the  Infants  of  fuch  profehingBelievers.  Of  their 
Right  and  Claim  to  fpiritual  Bleffings,not  Man,butGod 
muft  judge.  But  it  by  fpiritual  Seed ,  he  means  the  Seed 
of  Abraham ,  according  to  the  fpiritual  Intent  of  the  Co- 
venant,  in  Contradiftindtion  from  the  literal,  which  I 
choofe  to  term  his  adopted  or  ingrafted  Seed,  I  have  alrea¬ 
dy  proved  by  divers  Scripture-' Tefti monies,  that  the  be¬ 
lieving  Gentiles,  with  their  natural  Seed,  are  the  fpiritual 
Seed  of  Abraham ,  being  comprehended  in  his  Covenant. 
And  in  my  Turn,  I  may  challenge  Dr.  Gill, or  any  of  his 
Party,  to  difprove,  if  they  can,  thole  Teftimonies,  by 
any  found  Arguments  from  Reafon  or  Scripture. 

He  afks,  u  Though  believing  Gentiles  are  in  this  Co- 
cc  venant,  what  Clauie  is  there  in  ir,  that  reipebts  their 
<c  natural  Seed  ?  Let  it  be  fliown,  if  it  can.35  I  anfwer, 
(not  to  (peak  of  the  fubftantial  Tenor  of  the  Covenant 
and  Promile  of  God,to  be  a  God  unto  him  and  his  Seed, 
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which  I  have  (hewed  to  be  invariably  the  fame  toGofpel- 
Believers  and  their  Seed)  there  is  that  Claule  —  For  a 
Father  of  many  Nations  have  /  made  thee ,  Gen.  17.  4,  5. 
Which  the  Apoftle  applies  to  the  Chriftian  Seed  ot  Abra* 
ham, Rom. 4. 16,17.  But  how  could  he  be  the  Father  of 
many  Nations ,  or  of  any  one  Chriftian  Nation ,  it  their  In¬ 
fants  were  excluded  ?  Or  it  the  Infant-Children  ot  a 
Chriftian  Nation  were  not  to  be  accounted  the  Seed  ot  A- 
braham ,  as  well  as  grown  Perfons  ?  Are  not  Nations ,  in 
the  Language  &  Senfe  of  holy  Scripture,  as  well  as  ot  all 
other  Writings,  underftood  to  comprehend  Children, who 
commonly  make  up  the  greateft  Part  of  Nations  ?  Let  it 
be  Jhown,  if  it  can ,  where  Infant- Children  are  excluded 
from  Nations, or  from  any  Privileges  of  Nations,  as  fuch. 
Again,  There  is  that  Claufethat  adopts  theStranger  that 
is  not  of  Abraham  s  Seed  into  his  Covenant  {ibid.  f.  12.) 
whofe  Seed,  born  in  Abraham'  s  Family,  are  exprefly  or¬ 
dered  to  be  circumcis’d,  when  they  were  eight  Days  old, 
as  well  as  his  natural  Seed.  And  thisLaw  was  afterwards 
given  to  the  Stranger  that  would  join  himfelf  in  fullCom- 
munion  with  theChurch  of  Ifrael  ;  Let  all  his  Males  be 
circumcis'd ,  Exod.  12.48.  And  it  was,  in  Conformity  to 
this  Law,  the  known  Cuftom  of  the  Jews  all  along  to  ad¬ 
mit  Profelytes  from  Gentilifrn,  by  the  Circumcifion  of  all 
their  Male  Seed.  And  fo  they  were,  by  divine  Appoint¬ 
ment,  to  havetheToken  of  Abraham' s  Covenant  in  their 
Flefh  :  Whence  it  follows,  that  theC'ovenant  with  Abra¬ 
ham  and  his  Seed  held  in  the  fame  Tenor  to  the  Gentile 
Stranger  profelyted  to  it,  that  is,  to  him  and  to  his  Seed. 
For  fuch  is  the  Sacramental  Union  and  Pvelacion  between 
the  Thing  fignified  and  the  Sign,  that  the  Sign  is  often 
in  Scripture  put  for  theThing  fignified  ;  and  the  Thing 
fignified,  for  the  Sign  *,  fo  that  theArgument  holds  good 
both  Ways,  from  an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant, to  a  Right 
to  the  Sign  ;  and  fiom  a  Right  to  the  Sign,to  an  In  tore  ft 
in  the  Covenant.  Now  of  what  Covenant  or  Protnife 
w7as  Circumcifion  the  Token  to  theStranger  that  was  not 
ot  nbrahanh  Seed, or  the  profdytcdGentiie  and  hisSeed  ? 
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Ic  could  nor,  furely,  be  a  d  oken  of  a  meer  temporal  Co¬ 
venant,  or  ol  the  Fromife  ol  Canaan  for  their  PoiTeffion  ; 
for  this  was  appropriated  to  the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham 
by  Ifaac  and  Jacob  :  nor  do  we  find  that  theChildren  of 
Ijrael  ever  divided  anyPortion  of  the  Land  toStrangers  * 
It  remains  then,  that  it  muff  be  a  Token  of  the  great 
Handing  Promife  of  the  Covenant,  I  will  a  God  to  thee 
and  thy  Seed ;  and  confequently  of  theCovenant  of  Grace, 
in  the  moll  fpiritual  Senle  of  it, the  fame  that  is  in  Force 
to  Believers  under  theNew-  Teftament.  Which  fuggefts 
another  Argument  for  the  Intereft  of  the  Infant-ChTldren 
of  Chriltians  in  theCovenant  of  Abraham, and  theirRi^ht 
to  the  New-Teftament  Sign  &  Seal  of  it.  For  if  God, ' 
in  the  firft  making  of  this  Covenant,  and  in  the  firft  In- 
ftit'ution  of  an  initiating  Token  of  it,  made  Provifion  for 
the  AdmifHon  of  Gentile  Strangers  into  it, who  were  not 
or  Abraham’s  Seed,  together  with  their  natural  Seed, and 
exprefly  appointed  and  commanded  the  initiatingToken 
of  it  to  Oe  apply’d  to  their  natural  Seed, which  is  evident 
from  undeniable  Feflimonies  of  Scripture  ;  it  necefTarilv 

follows, 
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*  In  Ezekief  s\  ifion  oftheDiftribution  of  the  holyLand, there  is  indeed 
Provifion  made  for  the  Inheritance  of  Strangers  and  theirChildren. 
Chap.  47.  2  2.  And  it  Jhall  come  to  pafs ,  that  ye  Jhall  divide  it  by  Let 
for  an  Inheritance  unto  you,  and  to  theStr angers  that  Jcjourn  among  you , 
which  Jfea.ll  beget  children  among  you,  and  they  Jhall  be  unto  you  es  born 
in  the  Country  among  the  Children  oj  Ijrael ,  they  Jhall  have  Inheritance 
with  you  among  theTribes  of  IjyaeL  But  this  vifionaryDiftribtition  of 
theLand  being  on  this,&  divers  otherAccounts,fo  very  different  from 
the  real  Division  of  it  under  JnJhua  to  theTribes  of  Ifrael,  when  they 
firft  tookPoffeffion  of  it ;  &  cbnftdering  thelmprobability,  if  notlm- 
pcffibility  of itshavmg a LteralAccornplifhmerit, Interpreters  therefoie 
have  been  generally  inclined  to  understand  it  in  a  myftical  Senfe, re¬ 
ferring  it  to  the  Gofpel-Siate  of  the  Church,  which  perhaps  may 
have  a  more  glorious  Accomplishment  in  fome  future  happyPeriod. 
And  in  this  Reference,  what  elfe  can  the  Words  cited  import, than 
that  the  Gentile  Strangers  fhould  in  the  Times  of  the  Gofpel  be  ad¬ 
mitted  to  Communion1  with  the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham  and  Ijrael 
in  their  k  hurch -Privileges,  which  fhould  be  tranfmitted,  as  ever  of 
old,  from  Parents  to  their  Children  ?  And  this  is  no  more  than  what 
is  expected,  by  many  pious  and  learned  Men, from  divers  Scripture- 
prophecies,  when  Jews  and  Gentiles  fhall  be  united  in  the  Gofpef- 
Church.,  in  the.  latter  Days. 
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follows,  that  believing  Gentiles  under  theGofpel,  by  join¬ 
ing  themfelves  in  Covenant  with  the  God  of  Ifracl  thro5 
Faith  in  Chrift,  are  with  their  natural  Seed  taken  into  A- 
braham's  Covenant,  and  under  the  Evangelical  Admini- 
ftration  of  the  Privileges  and  BleiTmgs  of  it,  and  by  the 
Ordinance  of  God  ought  to  have  the  initiating  Token 
applied  to  them  and  their  Infant-Seed.  For,  1.  Gentile 
Believers  come  into  thisCovenant,and  are  accepted  in  it, 
upon  the  fame  Footing  with  the  Strangers  that  were  not 
of  Abraham' s  Seed,  to  whom  the  Covenant  and  Token  of 
it  belong’d  by  divine  Inftitution,in  the  fameExtent,even 
to  their  natural  Seed,  as  to  Abraham  &  his  natural  Seed. 
•2.  Becaufe  thisCovenant  with  Abraham  alorefaid,  was  or¬ 
dain’d  by  God  to  be  an  Everlajbing  Covenant ,  thro  all  the 
Generations  of  the  Faithful.  Which  Covenant  (as  has 
been  proved).  Chrift  has  taken  into  his  New-Teftament- 
Adminiftration,  as  the  principal  Matter  of  it,  under  his 
New-Teftament  Sign  and  Seal, which  isBaptifm,and  that 
in  as  full  Extent,  without  Exception  of  any  Perfons  for¬ 
merly  received  into  it,  and  intitled  to  the  initiatingToken 
of  it,  and  lo  has  eftablifhed  it  to  endure  to  the  End  of 
the  World.  In  a  Word,  believing  Gentiles,  now,  with 
their  natural  Seed,  are  [he  very  Strangers  that  are  not  cf 
Abraham's  Seed  ;  to  whom,  by  divineWarrant  in  thefirffc 
Inftitution,  the  Covenant*  with  the  initiating  Token  an-  ’ 
nex  a, belongs.  And  let  this  be  dilprov’d,  if  it  can.  But 
I’m  pretty  fure, it, never  can  be  disprov’d  ;  unlefs  it  could 
be  fhewed,by  good  Evidence  from  the  Word  of  God, that 
the  Children  of  believing  Gentiles  are  excluded  and  de¬ 
barred  from  the  Covenant  and  annexed  Sign  &Seal, which 
they  formerly  enjoyed.  But  where  is  theText,that  doth 
either  exprefly  or  confequentially  exclude  them  ?  So  that 
cur  Author  may  fee,  if  he  pleafes,  (in  Anfwer  to  his  De¬ 
mand,  cc  By  whatRight  and  Authority  can  any  believing 
“  Gentile  pretend  to  put  his  natural  Seed  into nbrahan^s 
cc  Covenant  ?”)  1  hat  it  is  by  divineRjght  &Authority 

this  is  done  ;  God  has  put  them  there  :  and  it  is  no  un- 
warrantablePretence  in  them, but  a  Duty,  to  acknowlege, 

and 
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and  claim,  and  thankfully  to  improve  this  Covenant-In- 
tereft  and  Right,  which  God  has  gracioufly  vouchlaied 
to  their  Children. 

Secondly ,  He  fays,  P.  54.-  “  The  Covenant  with 
<c  Abraham  and  his  fpi  ritual  Seed,  takes  in  many  of  the 
tc  Seed  of  the  unbelieving  Gentiles,  who  being  called  by 
“  Grace,  and  openly  believing  Chrift,are  Abraham's  fpi- 

ritualSeed,with  whom  theCovenant  was  made.”  Who 
denies  it  ?  But  what  does  he  mean  by  openly  believing  ? 
Whatelfe  can  he  mean  but  an  open  Profeffion  of  Faith  ? 
And  if  he  will  Hand  to  this,  he  muft  give  up  his  Notion 
of  the  fpiritual  Seed  of  Abraham ,  that  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  is  made  with  none  but- true  Believer’s,  or  the  truly 
regenerate  *,  for  how  will  he  know,  that  thofe  that  openly 
believe  in  Chrift  are  Abraham's  fpiritual  Seed{  in  thisSenfej 
with  whom  the  Covenant  was  made  ?  Do  not  many  openly 
believe,  that  do  not  truly  and  inHeart  believe  ?  Did  not 
Simon  Magus  openly  believe, when  he  was  all  the  while  an 
Hypocrite  in  Heart  ?  64  On  the  other  Hand  (  he  fays  ) 
46  there  are  many  born  of  believing  Gentiles,  who  do  not 
4C  believe  in  Chrift,  are  not  Partakers  of  his  Grace  •,  on 
<c  whom  the  fpiritualBleffings  of  Abraham  do  not  come, 
44  and  fo  not  in  hisCovenant.”  That  is  to  fay.  If  all  the 
Children  of  believing  Gentiles  do  not  partake  of  the 
faving-Grace  of  theCovenant,  are  not  truly  regenerate 
and  fan$ifieck  then  they  can  on  no  other  Account  be 
faid  to  be  in  his  Covenant  :  Let  him  prove  the  Confe- 
quence.  According  to  this  Gcntleman’sConceit,  noPer- 
ion  living  is  capable  of  the  Ordinances,  and  vifiblePiivi- 
leges  of  the  Church,  upon  any  Grounds  of  Covenanr-In- 
terelt  ;  becaufe  Men  to  whom  the  Adminiftration  of  the 
Ordinances  is  committed, are  uncapable  of  that  infallible 
difeerning  of  the  Hearts  of  others,  which  is  requifite  to 
their  judging  who  are  trueBelievers,  or  truly  regenerate, 
and  who  are  not,  without  a  Revelation  from  God. 

Thirdly,  His  next  is  but  aRepetition  of  the  fa  me  Argu¬ 
ment  he  had  ufed  againft  all  the  naturalSeed  of  Abrahamy 
their  being  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  *,  becaufe  they  are 
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not  all  44  Elect,  Redeemed,  effectually  called,  &c.”  And 
the  fame  Anfwer  may  luffice  for  the  Confutation  of  it. 

Fourthly ,  He  thinks  it  beft  “  to  put  off  the  Claim  of 
44  the  Infant-Seed  of  believing  Gentiles, to  any  Privilege 
44  fuppos’d  to  arife  from  Covenant-Intereft,  till  it 
44  appear  they  have  one.”  But  is  not  this  to  correct  the 
Wifdom  of  God,\vho  has  othcrwife  ordained  theMethod 
of  the  Difpenfation  of  hisCovenant  to  Men  ?  And  they 
that  will  not  reft  fatisfied  in  the  EvidenceGod  has  given 
of  the  Covenant-Intereft  of  the  Infant-Seed  of  Believers, 
do  but  befool  and  deceive  themfelves  in  expelling  any 
better  Satisfaction  from  other  Evidence.  Dr.  Gill  fays, 
P.  55.  44  It  cannot  be  known  who  are  in  this  Covenant, 
44  till  they  believe  in  Chrift.”  But  how  or  when  can  it 
be  known, that  they  do  believe  in  Chrift  ?  That  is,  truly 
bel  leve,  44  and  fo  appear  to*  \ozAbrahanf%  fpiritual  Seed.” 
Will  a  Profeffion  made  at  adult  Age  manifeft  this  ? 
which  he  feems  to  take  for  granted.  Now  fuch  Profef¬ 
fion  is  either  a  certain  and  infallible  Evidence  of  true 
laving  Faith  &  Regeneration, the  Charafterifticks  of  the 
fpiritual  Seed  in  his  Senfe,  or  it  is  not ;  if  it  be  a  certain 
and  infallible  Evidence,  then  all  that  make  fuch  a  Pro- 
feffion  are  true  Believers  and  Regenerate, &  confequently 
all  the  Members  of  the  vifible  Church  are  real  Saints. 
But  no  Man  in  his  Wits,  furely,  will  pretend  to  defend 
fuch  a  Paradox. — But  if  it  be  not  fuch  an  Evidence, why 
fhould  not  the  Teftimonies  and  Declarations  of  the 
Word  of  God,  concerning  all  die  natural  Seed  of  the 
Faithful  indefinitely  ( that  of  fuch  is  the  Kingdom  of  God ; 
that  the  Promife  of  his  Covenant,  under  the  Gofpel-Ad- 
miiiiftration,  extends  to  theirChildren  ;  and  that  on  that 
Covenant  they  are  Holy ,  foas  the  Children  of  Infidels  are 
not)  be  as  good  Evidence  of  a  Covenant-Intereft,  and  as 
good  a  Warrant  for  admitting  them  to  the  Ordinances 
and  Privileges  of  the  vifible  Church,  as  anyProfeffion  of 
the  Adult  can  be  ? 

Fifthly ,  He  adds,  ibid.  “  After  all  Covenant-Intereft 
gives  no  Right  to  any  Ordinance,  without  apofitive 
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“  Order  and  Diredion  from  God.”  rfnfw.  What  is  an 
Ordinance  of  God  -in  the  Church,  but  a  pofitive  Order 
and  Direction  from  God,  to  obferve  certain  Rites  and 
Modes  of  Worth  ip  ?  So  that  to  fay,  Covenant-Interest 
gives  no  Right  to  any  Ordinance ,  without  a  pofitive  Order 
and  Direction  from  God ,  is  to  lay,  I  hat  it  gives  no  Right 
to  any  Ordinance,  without  an  Ordinance  of  God.  But 
fince  all  the  Members  of  the  vifible  Church  are  Subjeds 
of  the  Ordinances,  and  have  a  Right  and  Obligation  to 
receive  &  obferve  them  •,  And  the  Infams  of  vifibieBelie- 
vers  having  been  proved  to  be  Members  of  the  vifible 
Church, fotar  as  theirlnfantState&Capacity  willadmif(be- 
ingcomprehendedwith  rheirParents  in  theCovenant)they 
are  fo  far,  undoubtedly,  Subjeds  of  the  Ordinances,  and 
need  no  new  pofitive  Order  and  Diredion  from  God, 
to  give  them  a  Right  thereunto.  As  for  his  Inftances, 
they  make  nothing  for  his  Purpofe.  Particularly,  as  to 
Circumcifion,  his  Inftances  in  Arphaxad  &  Let  have  been 
anfwer’d  above  :  They  were  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
under  a  former  Adminiftration  •,  before  the  Inftitution 
ofCircumcifion  in  Abraham's,  Family.  And  if  the  Co¬ 
venant  with  Abraham  was  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  as  has 
been  proved,  his  Aflenion  is  falfe,  That  “  many  were 
tL  oblig’d  to  ufe  it,  who  were  not  in  the  Covenant  of 
u  Grace.”  And  as  to  Baptifm,  he  fays  ( ibid .  )  “  If  it 
could  be  proved,  as  it  cannot,  that  all  the  Infant-Seed 
of  Believers,  as  fuch,  are  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  it 
would  give  them  no.  Right  to  Baptifm,  without  a  po¬ 
fitive  Command  for  it.”  Anfw.  I  have  already  fuffici-. 
ently  prov’d,  i.  That  Infants  are  capable  of  the  Ordi¬ 
nance  of  Baptifm  •,  and  that  there  is  no  Incapacity  on 
their  Part,  of  having  it  adminiitred  to  them.  2.  That 
all  the  Infant-Seed  of  Believers,  as  fuch,  are  in  the  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Grace  outwardly  adminiftred.  3.  ThatChrift  has 
inilituted  Baptifm  for  all  his  New-TeftamenwFederates, 
without  Exception  of  any  Age  or  any  Sort  of  Perfons,who 
y;ere  the  Subjects  of  the  Old-Teftament- Adminiftration. 
And  that  a  vifible  Covenant-Intereft  gives  a  Right  to 
•  the 
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the  initiating  Token  and  Seal  ;  and  fohath  fully  antici¬ 
pated  his  Objection  on  this  Head  ;  and  therefore  all  the 
Infant- Seed  of  Believers  have  a  Right  by  divine  Inflitu- 
tion  to  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm.  But  what  is  his  Rea- 
fon  ?  “  Becaufe  (he  fays)  a  Perfon  may  be  in  Covenant, 
and  as  yet  not  have  thePre  requifite  to  anOrdinance,everi 
Faith  in  Chrifl,  and  a  Profeffion  of  it.”  Anfw.  ThisPre- 
requifite  is  indefinitely  laid  down  by  our  Saviour,  Mar. 
16. 1 5, 1 6. — Preach  the  Gcfpel  to  every  Creature,  He  that 
believeth  and  is  baptized  fhail  be  faved ,  &c.  (which  I  fup- 
pofe  he  refers  to)  and  mud  be  determined  by  the  Subject 
fpoken  of,  which  can  be  underflood  of  no  other  (as  the 
immediate  Subject)  than  adultPerfons,who  by  thePreach- 
ing  of  the  Gofpel  are  converted  to  the  Faith  andReligion 
of  Chrifl.  And  when  Parents  being  Chriftianized  have 
this  Requifite  of  Faith  in  Chrifl,  and  a  Profeffion  of  it, 
how  weakly  is  the  Want  of  it  urged  as  a  Bar  to  their  In¬ 
fants,  who  being  included  in  the  ProfeiTion  of  their  Chri- 
ftian  Parents,  and  comprehended  in  theGofpe!  Covenant 
with  them,  have  on  that  Account,  a  clear  Right  to  Bap¬ 
tifm.  And,  in  Effect,  this  Pre- requifite,  is  nothing  elfe, 
but  a  Covenant-State,  which  can  be  no  otherwife  cntred 
into  by  adult  Perfons,  brought  up  in  a  heathenifh  &  pro¬ 
fane  State,  than  byFaith  in  Chrifl,  and  a  Profeffion  of  it. 
And  this  is,  conreffedly  requir’d  of  fuch  Perfons,  before 
they  themfelves,  or  their  Children,  can  have  a  Right  to 
Baptifin.  And  having  themfelves  thuS  entred  into  a 
Covenant  State,  their  Children  (if  any  they  have)  are  by 
the  divine  Conflitution  of  the  Covenant,  brought  in  with 
them,  and  have  equally  with  theirParents,  a  Right  to  this 
initiatingOrdinance.  OurAuthor  therefore,  had  noRea- 
fon  to  iuppofe  the  want  of  a  Pre- requifite  in  any  that  are 
already  in  a  Covenant-State, that  fhould  debar  them  from 
the  Ordinance. 

But  fince  this  is  fo  often  in  the  Mouths  of  theAntipne- 
dobaptiils,  which  they  imagine  an  invincible  Objection 
againft  Infant-Baptifm  :  Chrifl  has  faid.  He  that  believeth 
Gfid  is  baptized  jhall  be  faved ,  therefore  faith  is  pre-re- 
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quir’d  to  Baptifm,  which  Infants  are  uncapable  of :  And 
fince  it  is  frequently  referred  to  by  our  Author,  and  re¬ 
lied  on,  as  his  dernier  Re  fort,  (to  ul'e  his  own  Exprefiion) 
on  all  Occafions  :  let  me  in  a  few  Words  obferve,  once 
for  all,  that  in  this  PalTage,  cur  Saviour,  in  laying  down 
theConditions  of  Salvation, does  indeed  require  Faith  and 
Baptifm  in  order  thereunto.  ButFaith  is  more  indifpen- 
fabiy  required,  and  greater  Strefs  laid  upon  it  as  a  Pre- 
requifite  unto  Salvation,  than  unto  Baptifm.  But  it  is 
not  pre-requir’d  untoBaptifm  otherwiie,than  in  the  order 
of  the  Words  :  Chrift  does  not  lay, /A?  that  believeth  Jhall  be 
baptized ,  but  he  that  believeth  and  is  baptized ,  Jhall  be 
faved .  Whence  nothing  more  can  be  concluded,  than 
that  both  Faith  &  Baptifm  are  pre-requir’d  to  aPerfon’s 
being  admitted  into  a  State  of  Salvation.  Suppofe  an 
adult  Pleathen  to  prqfefs  Faith  in  Chrift, but  does  not  be¬ 
lieve  with  his  Heart,  or  has  not  the  Grace  of  Faith  that 
will  fave  him,  yet  upon  his  Profeffion  is  baptized  ;  and 
fuppofing  him  afterwards  to  become  a  true  penitent  Be¬ 
liever,  has  not  fuch  a  Perfon  the  Pre-requifues  of  Salva¬ 
tion  ?  May  it  not  truly  be  laid,  that  he  believes  and  is 
baptized ,  and  therefore  has  a  Title  to  Chrift’s  Promife  of 
Salvation,  tho  he  is  baptized  before  he  believes  untoSal- 
vation.  Now  to  apply  this  to  Infants  baptized  ininfancy, 
not  to  fpeak  ol  the  Habit  of  Faith  (which  the  Infants  of 
the  Church  mult  be  allowed  capable  ol  in  their  Regene¬ 
ration,  or  be  excluded  from  a  State  of  Salvation  by  the 
peremptory  Declaration  of  our  Saviour,  Joh^.5.)  If  we 
take  Faith  here  for  adtual  believing,  which  conftfts  in  the 
explicit  Adis  ol  Knowlege,  Aftent,  and  Trufting  in 
Chrift,  which,  ’tis  granted,  Infants,  as  fuch, are  uncapable 
of ;  yet  being  baptized  in  Infancy, and  growing  up  to  the 
Age  of  Difcretion,  they  may  thus  believe  in  Chrift  ; 
and  in  fo  doing  fully  comply  with  his  Terms  of  Salva¬ 
tion  ;  that  is, may  be  properly  faid  both  to  believe  and  be 
baptized  :  tho  theAdisol  theirFaith  follow  alterBaptilm  : 
for  this  Propofition  ol  Chrift  does  not  make  it  neceflary 
to  Salvation,  that  Faith  fhouid  go  belore  Baptifm. 
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Or  to  bring  the  Matter  to  a  Head,  one  of  thefe  three 
Things  mull  be  faid  to  the  Objectors,  concerning  the 
Infants  of  thofe  to  whom  the  Gofpel  is  preached,  who 
hear,  and  believe  it,  and  are  baptized^either,  Firjl ,  That 
fuch  Infants  are  included  in  the  Profeffion  of  their  believ¬ 
ing  Parents.  Or  Secondly ,  They  are  to  be  number’d  with 
the  Unbelievers.  Or  Thirdly ,  This  Propofition  does  not 
at  all  concern  Infants  one  Way  or  other,  but  relates 
only  to  the  Adult.  If  the  fir  ft  be  faid,  ( which  I  hold  to 
be  the  Truth)  that  Infants  are  included  in  the  Profeffion 
of  their  believing  Parents,  being  comprehended  in  God’s 
Covenant  with  them, then  they  have  an  equal  Right  with 
their  Parents  unto  Bapttfmby  thisConftitution  of  Chrifh 
If  it  be  faid  Secondly,  They  are  to  be  rank'd  withUnbelie- 
vers,then)feeingtheSeiuenceisperempfory,£r/to/^//mir£ 
not  fhall  be  damned ,  all  that  die  in  Infancy  mud  unavoida¬ 
bly  be  damned.  Which  is  a  Tenet  fo  inhuman,  uncha¬ 
ritable,  and  unfcriptural,that  few  or  none,  I  believe,  fince 
the  Days  of  the  Petrobrufians,m\\  affirm  it.  If  the  third 
Thing  be  afferted,  that  our  Saviour  intended  not  to  de¬ 
clare  any  Thing  at  all  of  Infants  in  this  Propofition,  one 
Way  or  other,  but  had  anEye  only  to  the  Adult  Hearers 
oPhis  Gofpel,  who  fhould  embrace  it  or  refufe  it,  then, 
as  no  Argument  can  be  drawn  from  thefe  Words  for 
Infant-Baptifm,  fo  no  Objection  againft  it  can  be  taken 
from  them  *,  but  notwithstanding  what  is  here  afferted, 
if  there  be  good  Grounds  for  the  Baptifm  of  the  Infants 
of  Chriftians  from  otherPaffages  &  Teftimonies  of  facred 
Writ,  they  ought  to  be  baptized.  And  this  is  fufficient 
to  flop  the  Mouth  of  this  Objection. 

Thirdly ,  His  next  Enquiry  is,  “  Whether  Circumcifi- 
“  on  was  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  Abraham's 
“  natural  Seed  ?”  One  would  think, that  the  plainTefti- 
mony  of  Scripture  fhould  leave  thisMatter  out  of  Quefti- 
on.  I  fhall  briefly  fuggeft  the  Proofs  of  it,  and  then 
examine  his  Reafons  againft  it. 

i.  God  himfelf  exprefly  calls  it  the  Token  of  his  Co¬ 
venant.  Gen.  17.  31.  Ye  fhall  circumcife  the  Flefh  of  your 
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here /kin,  tt  Jball  be  a  Token  of  the  Covenant  betwixt  me  and 
y  u.  Now  though  a  I  oken  limply  confider’d,  does  not 
neceffanly  imply  a  Seal,  yec  the  Token  of  a  Covenantor 
f  lomne  can  oe  nothing  elfe.  A  Token  annex’d  to  a 

jorniie  or  Covenant  mult  be  a  certifying  Token,  and 
vvaac  is  a  certifying  T  oken  but  a  Seal  ?  So  the  Rainbow 
was  a  I  oken  of  Cod’s  Covenant  and  Promife,  that  he 
would  not  again  overwhelm  the  Earth  with  a  Delude. 
Cen.  p.i3.  I  do  fet  my  Bow  in  the  Cloud  (faith  God)  an!  it 
Juallvejor  a  1  oxen  between  me  and  the  Earth.  How  was 
tne  Rainbow  a  Token  of  this  Covenant,  but  as  God  was 
pkakci  to  appoint  it  to  be  a  Sign  to  confirm  theFaith  of 
Noao  and  his  Sons,  in  the  Promife  that  he  would  not 
again  bring  a  Hood  upon  the  Earth  ;  and  a  Token  or 
oign  to  confirm  Paith  in  a  Promife, hath  the  Nature  of  a 
Sea,.  And  fuch  a  Token  wasCircumcifion,and  therefore 

a  oeai  or  the  Covenant  of  Grace  made  vmhAbraham  and 
his  e>eed.  Yea, 

2.  God  calls Circumcifion,  his  Covenant.  Gen.  17.  10 
—  My  Covenant  Jhall  be  in  your  Flejh  for  an  everlafiinr 
Covenant  And  in  what  other  Senfe  could  this  poffibly 
be  laid  of  Circumcifion,  that  it  is  the  Covenant  of  God  in 
their^  Flejh)  than  as  it  was  appointed  by  God  to  be*  a 
con  mm  mg  Token  or  beal  of  that  Covenant  ? 

3.  1  he  A  pottle  plainly  tells  us,  that  Circumcifion  the 
1  oken  of  Abraham’ s  Covenant, was  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  the 
Right eoufnefs  of  Faith^ Rom. 4.  1 1.  Which  has  been  made 
evident  beyond  all  reafonable  Exception,  to  intend  the 
Covenant  of  faith,  in  Oppofitipn  to  the  Covenant  of  the 
Yaw,  or  of  Works.  -What  Dr.  GY//  excepts  againft  this 
Teitimony,  will  prelently  come  to  be  examin’d.  There 
is  Pu  difinrerefted  Perfon,  but  would  think  theApoftle’s 
I  efbmony  in  this  Cale  fhou’d  be  decifive  of  theQueftion. 
But  what  fays  our  Author?  “  This  muft  be  denied;55  He 
iay^,  (the  Caule  of  Anppsdobaptiim  makes  it  neceilary 
that  it  fhould,  though  the  Denial  be  a  down-right  Con¬ 
tradiction  to  the  Apoftle^  Circumcifion  was  no  Seal 
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“  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.”  Let  us  hear  his  Reafons, 
i.  He  fays,  P.  56.  “  It  it  was,  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
“  before  that  took  Place  mud  be  without  a  Seal.” 
/inf.  Why  fhould  this  be  thought  aMatter  fo  abfurd  and 
ftrange,  as  he  feems  to  account  it,  that  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  fhould  be  for  any  Time  without  a  vifible  Sign  or 
Seal  ?  Which  is  a  meer  positive  Inftitution,  that  depends 
on  the  fovereign  Will  of  the  Lawgiver,  to  appoint  at 
whatTime  he  pleafes  ;  and  it  belongs  not  to  us  to  require 
anAccount  of  him, why  he  appointed  it  nofooner.But  why 
fhou’d  it  feem  more  abfurd,  that  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
fhould  be  for  any  Time  without  a  Seal, than  that  it  fhould 
be  fo  from  Everlafting  ;  as  it  muft  be  according  to  Dr. 
Gill' s  Notions, who  admits  no  other  Seal  of  this  Covenant 
than  theBlood  of  Chrift,and  the  Holy  Spirit  in  theHearts 
of  the  Faithful.  However,  I  have  before  given  aoldint 
at  the  Reafon  whyGod  fir  ft  appointed  an  initiating  Sign 
and  Seal  to  his  Covenant  in  theDays  of  Abraham  fxceeHee. 
the  Line  of  the  Church, and  theMeffias,  was  then  limited 
to  his  Race, which  was  left  at  large  before  :  Neverthelefs 
the  Covenant  of  Grace  can’t  be  laid  to  be  without  a  Seal 
before  the  Inftitution  of  Circumcifion,  fince  from  theBe- 
ginning,  Sacrifices  were  appointed  to  ratify  Covenant- 
Tranfadions  betweenGod  and  his  People  ;  and  asTypes, 

general  Nature  of  Seals  to  confirm  theFaith 
of  God's  People  in  the  Promife  of  the  great  Redeemer, 
and  Redemption  in  his  Blood,  prefigured  thereby. 

2.  “Circumcifion  (he  fays)  in  the  Inftitution ’of  it,  is 
“  ca!!ed  a  Sign,  but  not  a  Seal.”  And  here  he  tells  his 
Reader,  what  the  HebrewW  ord  is  for  a  Token -or  o/V^and 
what  for  a  Seal.  If  our  Tranflators  had  render’d  the  He- 
brew  Word  in  Gen.  17.  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant,  his  Quo¬ 
tation  of  the  Original  had  been  femething  to  hisPurpofe  * 
But  the  originaf  Word  fignifies,  a  Token  or  Sign,  and  our 
i  ranflators  have  render’d  it  a  'Token  ;  therefore  I  can’t 
guefs  at  the  Reafon, why  he  fhould  quote  the  Original  fo 
formally,  but  to  let  his  Reader  know  that  he  underftood 
Hebrew,  and  could  tell  what  the  feveral  Hebrew  Words 
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were  fcr  aToken,and  a  Seal.  But  he  fhould  know  withal 
t  iat  a  I  cken  or  Sign  ot  a  Covenant  is  a  confirming  Sirn 
(as  I  have  obferv’d)  and  it  this  be  agreed  to,  the  Thine 
is  grantee.,  and^  Words  and  Syllables  are  not  to  be  flood 
upon  :  l  or  I  fee  noDifference  between  a  confirming  Sivn 
annex'd  to  a  Promife  or  Covenant  for  the  Ratification  of 
it,  and  a  Seal.  But  here  are  feveral  Things  added,  that 
require  fome  brief  Animadverfions.  i.  He  fays,  “  Cir- 
“  cumcifion  was  typical  of  the  Pollution  of  human  Na- 
“  ture>  propagated  by  natural  Generation.”  Anfi  That 
Circumcifion  reprefented  the  Impurity  of  Man's  Nature 
to  be  done  away  by  Regeneration,  as  doth  Baptifm  alfo, 
is  granted  :  But  how  was  Circumcifion  typical  of  this 
Pollution?  Types  are  generally  underitood  to  refer  to 
Things  future,  not  to  Things  part  ;  but  was  not  the  hu¬ 
man  Nature  thus  polluted  from  the  Fall  of  Adam  ? 
2.  That  it  was  typical  “  of  cleanfing  from  it  by  theBlood 
“  of  Chrift,and  of  the  inwardCircumcifion  6f  theHeart; 
“  but  did  not  feal  or  confirm  any  fpiritualBlefling  of  the 
“  Covenant  to  thofe  on  whom  this  Mark  or  Sign  was 
“  fet.”  But,  i .  Are  not  cleanfing  by  the  Blood  of  Chrifl, 
and  the  inward  Circumcifion  of  the  Heart  fpiritual 
Blefiings,  and  therefore  undoubtedly  Bleflings  of  theCo- 
venant  of  Grace  ?  This  cannot  be  denied.  2.  He  owns 
that  Circumcifion  which  God  inftituted  for  a  Token  of 
his  Covenant  was  a  Sign,  (chough  a  typical  one,  he  fays) 
ot  thefe  fpiritual  Bleflings, and  confequently  a  confirming 
Sign  of  the  Covenant  ot  Grace,  by  the  foregoing  Rea- 
foningc.  But,  3.  To  deny  that  this  Sign  confirm’d  any 
fpiritual  Blefiings  in  theCovenant- Adminiftration  of  it  to 
thofe,  on  whom  it  was  fet,  is  irrational  and  abfurd,upon 
the  two  former  Concefiions.  And  how  does  it  reflect  on 
theWifdom,Goodnefs,  &  Truth  of  God,  to  fuppofe  him 
to  appoint  a  folemn  Token  of  his  Covenant,  without  any 
Meaning  or  Defign  that  it  fhould  confirm  any  Thing  of 
which  it  is  a  Sign,  unto  thole  to  whom,  by  hisCommand, 
it  ought  to  be  adminifter’d  ?  How  it  confirms  the  Co¬ 
venant  to  the  Subjects  of  itsAdminiftraticn,  I  fhall  fhew 
/ . .  ~  '  aiterwards 
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afterwards,  in  difcovering  our  Author’s  Miftakes  about 
it.  3.  He  fays,  P.57.  “  It  is  never  called  a  Seal  thro’out 
«  the  whole  Old-Teftament.”  Anfw.  But  if  it  be  fo  cal¬ 
led  in  Expreffions  tantamount  in  the  Old-Teftament,  as 
when  it  is  called  a  T oken  of  God’s  Covenant,  which  the 
Nature  of  the  Thing  requires  to  be  underftood,  as  a  cer¬ 
tifying  Token  •,  and  when  it  is  exprefly  called  a  Sign  and 
Seal  in  theNew-Teftament ;  one  might  think  this  would 
ferve  to  filence  all  Cavils.  4.  He  adds,  So  far  is  there 
“  from  any  exprefs  Command,  that  the  Covenant  of 
“  Grace  fhould  be  fealed  to  Infants  by  it, that  there  is  not 
“  the  leaft  Hint  of  it  given.”  Anfw.  Confident  Affer- 
tions,  withoutProof,  def'erve  no  Regard, and  can  have  no 
Force  but  upon  weak  Minds.  The  Covenant  with  A~ 
braham  having  been  prov’d  to  be  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
and  Circumcifion,  the  Seal  of  it',there  is  more  than  a  bare 
Hint,  even  an  exprefs  Command  of  God,  that  it  fhould 
be  applied  to  Infants,  Gen .  17.12. 

3.  He  proceeds  to  tell  us, how  he  underftands  Circum¬ 
cifion  to  be  the  Seal  of  the  Right eoujnefs  of  Faith.  He  ob- 
ferves,P.  57.  “  It  is  not  faid  to  be  a  Seal  of  theCovenant 
“  of  Grace.”  Anf  That  it  is  not  faid  fo  in  exprefsTerms, 
is  granted  *,  nor  is  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  as  it  is  com¬ 
monly  called,  ever  mentioned  in  exprefs  Terms  in  Scrip¬ 
ture,  but  has  various  Denominations  given  it.  It  is  call¬ 
ed  the  Promife ,  Gal.3.17.  and  Grace> Rom. 6.14.  theLaw 
of  Faitb,Rom.3.2j.tb?Law  of  the  Spirit  of  Life? Rom. 8. 2. 
So  the  Righteonfnefs  of  Faith ,  in  Oppofition  to  the  Righ - 
teoufnefs  of  the  Law ,  has  been  demonftrated  to  be  one  of 
the  Scripture-Terms  or  Characters  of  thisCovenant.  And 
it  being  laid,  that  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal  of  the  Rigbte- 
oufnefs  of  Faith ,  the  fame  Thing  is  intended  in  different 
Expreffions,  as  if  it  had  been  faid  to  be  a  Seal  of  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  Grace.  But  he  adds  fbid.  “  The  plain  Mean - 
i'  ing  of  the  Apoftle  is,  that  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal  to 
“  Abraham ,  and  affured  him  of,  or  confirmed  his  Faith 
44  in  this,  that  he  fhould  be  the  Father  of  manyNations, 
“  in  a  fpiritua!  Senfe  j  and  that  the  Righteoufnefs  of 
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5a  i  wh'ch  }f  had>  wheh  he  was  an  uncircumcifed 
I  erlon,  mould  alio  come  upon,  and  be  imputed  to  the 

uncireumcued  Gentiles  &c.  Anfw.  1.  Were  this  In- 

te rpre t at  10 n  ad m ! t ted ,( as  in  a  found  Senfe  it  may,efpeci- 

\  7/  /.t^at  Turn  oi  the  Words  be  received,  which  Dr. 
Lightfool  has  given,  by  Applying  the  Ellipfis  in  the  Ori- 
gma.  with  the  *v  ords,  which  foould  be  hereafter*  and  thus 
renaenng  them  ;  a  Seal  of  the  Righteouinefs  of  Faith 
which  fhould  be  hereafter inUncircumcifton,\.z.  in  th«Gen- 
tiks, which  fhould  hereafter  believe  inChrift,)  it  does  but 
connnri  the  T ruth,  that  has  been  all  along  pleaded  for  : 
.  'at  hameRighteoufnefs  ol  Faith  which  Abraham  had 
m  his  Uncircumcifion, comes  upon  his  Chriftian  Seed  a- 
mong  the  uncircumcifed  Gentiles  5  and  conl'equently’  it 
is  the  lame  Covenant  of  Grace  in  which  this  PrivilecGe 
was  uifpens’d  both  to  him  &  them  ;  which  it  is  the  Scooe 
ot  the  Apoftle  in  this  whole  Chapter  to  prove  :  And  this 
indeed  is  the  Bleffing  of  Abraham  which  is  come  uoon 
the  Gentiles,  thro  Faith  in  Chriil ;  This  Righteoufnefs  of 
rauo  the  Apcfrle  declares,  was  feal’d  to  Abraham  byCir- 
Cumcifion.  But,  3.  If  he  means  by  this  Interpretation, 
tnat  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal  to  Abraham, only  in  theNa- 
ture  of  a  Type,  to  confirm  him  in  theBeliel  that  this  Pri¬ 
vilege  of  the  Righteoufnefs  ot  Faith,  fhould  be  conferred 
hereafter  upon  his  believing  Seed  among  the  Gentiles  ; 
put  that  it  was  of  no  Sacramental  Ufe  to  him  to  ratify  the 
Covenant,  or  Seal  the  Righteoufnefs  ol  Faith  to  his  own 
Ieiion,  it  is  groundlefs  and  drain’d.  For  this Righteeuf- 
nefs  of  Faith  was  not  a  meer  Matter  o!  Promife  under  the 
Old- 1  ^lament,  referv’d  to  be  fulfilled  in  theDays  of  the 
Gofpel  to  the  believing  Gentiles,  as  a  Privilege  peculiar 
to  them  ;  but  has  ever  been  the  Privilege  and  Heritage 
o»  the  Church  from  the  ball  of  Adam,  and  the  firft  Pro¬ 
mife  of  a  Redeemer.  All  theOld- 1  elbamentSafnts  w'ere 
Sharers  in  it ;  which  is  particularly  affirm’d  (as  has  been 
cbferved)  of  Noah,  Ileb.  11.7.  and  of  Abraham  the  fame 
is  teftified,  Gen.jfi.6.  And  ot  this  Covenant-Privilege, 
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Circumcifion  was  appointed  to  Abraham  to  all  hisnatu- 
ral  Defendants, who  were  Heirs  of  the  Promife,foraSeal. 
Moreover,  I  grant,  it  was  defigned  for  the  Confirmation 
of  all  God’s  Promifes  to  him,  and  among  the  red, that  of 
his  being  a  Father  of  many  Nations  ;  and  being  himfelf 
poffefs’d  of  this  Privilege  of  the  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith 
in  hisUncircumcifion,he  may  be  faid  to  be  theExemplar, 
or  Type  of  his  adopted  Seed,  among  the  uncircumcifed 
Gentiles, their  fharingin  the  fame  Privilege, being  juftified 
throughFaith  in  Chriff, without  Circumcifion  in  theFlefh, 
which  the  judaizingChriftians  were  fo  fond  of  reraining  ^ 
againft  whom  the  Apoftle  difputes :  and  in  this  Refem- 
blance  between  the  Type  and  the  Antitype  in  the  Point 
of  Juftification  by  Faith  in  Chrift,  or  of  having  Faith 
imputed  to  them  forRighteoufnefs,  whilft  uncircumcis’d, 
lies  the  whole  Force  of  his  Reafoning  in  the  Railage  un¬ 
der  Confederation,  and  in  the  whole  Chapter.  Neverthe- 
leis,  that  Circumcifion  was  to  Abraham  &  his  Seed  a  Seal 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  wherein  thisPrivilege  of  Jolli¬ 
fication  by  Faith  is  confirm’d  and  convey’d  to  Believers, 
cannot  with  anyShadow  of  Reafon  be  deny’d.  And  ’tis 
granted,  in  E  fifed,  by  our  Author,  with  Refped' to  the 
Perfon  of  Abraham  ;  tho’  he  adds,  “  Could  it  be  tho’t 
that  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal  to  others  befides  him  ? 
It  could  at  moft  be  only  a  Seal  to  them  that  had  both 
Faith  and  Righteoufnefs,  and  not  to  them  that  had 
neither.”  But  here  he  fhews  his  Miftake  about  the 
Nature  of  Circumcifion,  as  it  was  a  Seal  of  the  Righte- 
oufnefs  of  Faith  •,  he  fuppofes  Circumcifion  to  be  a  Seal 
of  the  Faith,  or  Righteoufnefs  of  the  Subjed  that  receives 
it,  which  is  evidently  a  Miftake  :  Though  nbraham  had 
both  Faith  and  Righteoufnefs,  yet  Circumcifion  was  nei¬ 
ther  a  Seal  of  his  Faith,  nor  of  his  Righteoufnefs,  but  of 
the  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith, or  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
which  gives  Sinners  a  Right  to  theMerciesof  God,  Par¬ 
don,  Life,  &  Salvation, thro  Faith  in  a  Redeemer.  And 
what  is  here  faid  of  Circumcifion,  agrees  to  the  general 
Nature  of  all  Sacraments,  even  thole  of  the  NewTciL- 
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ment,  Baptifin  and  the  Lord’s  Supper;  they  are  nol 
Seals  of  the  Faith  of  the  Receiver,  or  of  his  perfonal  In- 
tered  in  the  fpiritual  Blefiings  of  the  Promife,  but  Signs 
to  represent,  and  Seals  to  ratify  the  Promife  of  Blefiines 
on  Lroa  s  Part,  and  Obligations  to  Duty  on  ours.  Thev 
are  primarily  deftgn’d  to  feal  the  Truth  of  God  in  his 
Promife,  for  the  Confirmation  of  our  Faith  ;  and  fecon- 
darily  to  feal  our  Obligations  to  taeConditions  &  Duties 
requir’d.  T  hat  the  Sacraments  do  not  ablolutely  feal 
the  Faith,  Righteoufneis,  or  fpecial  Intereft  of  particular 
Receivers,  but  are  Seals  to  confirm  both  Parts  of  the  Co¬ 
venant,  that  is  to  fay,  God’s  Promife  to  our  Faith,  and 
our  Obligations  to  be  his  People,  to  keep  his  Covenant 
and  Commandments,  is  evident :  For,  i.  The  Covenant 
is  God’s  Adt,  his  Deed  of  Gift,whereby  he  makes  a  Con¬ 
veyance  of  all  goodThings  conducive  to  trueBlelfednefs, 
efpecially  of  the  comprehenfive  Blelfing  of  Juftification 
by  Faith,  onCondition  of  an  humble,  believing,  obedient 
and  thankful  Acceptance.  Hence  the  Covenant  tranf- 
acted  with  Abraham ,  God  calls  his  Covenant ,  all  alonm 
Gen.  1 7.  2,  3,  7,  9.  &c.  I  will  make  my  Covenant  between 
me  and  thee ,  &c.  He  has  gracioufiy  condefahided  to  hu¬ 
man  Methods,  not  only  in  tranfadfing  with  hisPeople  in 
a  Way  of  Covenant,  but  in  annexing  Seals  for  the  folemn 
Ratification  of  it.  Thus  he  appointed  Circumcifion  to 
be  the  Seal  of  his  Covenant, not  to  affaire  them  they  had 
Faith  an  1  Righteoufneis,  but  to  make  fure  the  Truth  of 
his  Promife  to  their  Faith,  and  to  confirm  their  Obliga¬ 
tions  to  believe  the  Promife,  and  to  keep  his  Covenant. 
So  that  Circumcifion  did  not  leal  a  Blank,  though  the 
Subjects  of  its  Adminiftration  had  neither  Faith  nor 
Righteoufnefs  :  But  it  feai’d  the  Truth  of  the  Covenant 
as  God’s  Adt,  and  theObliga  ions  thereby  laid  upon  them 
to  the  Duties  of  it.  2.  The  Sacraments  feal  according 
to  the  Tenor  of  the  Covenant,  which  I  have  prov’d  to 
be  Conditional ;  therefore  the  Sacraments  do  not  feal  the 
Grace  of  the  Covenant  abfolutely,  but  conditionally,  on 
Suppofition  the  Receiver  has  the  Condition  requifite  to 
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his  Intereft  in  the  fpiritual  Privilege.  If  the  Sacraments 
did  abfolutely  feal  the  Grace  of  the  Covenant  to  all  that 
are  vifibly  qualified  to  receive  them, then  it  will  follow, 
either  that  all  fuch Receivers  mull  have  favingGrace,antl 
be  certainly  faved  *,  or  that  God’sSeal  is, by  hisAppoint- 
ment,  many  Times  to  be  let  to  a  Blank,  Both  which  are 
manifeftly  ablurd.  But  as  the  Sacraments  feal  the  Cove¬ 
nant  conditionally, fo  all  the  Subjeds  of  their  vifible  Ad- 
miniftration  are  alike  capable  of  receiving  them.  And  fo 
the  Covenant  may  be  fealed  to  Saul ,  or  Judasy  as  well  as 
to  Abraham ,  Peter  ox  Paul.  3.  If  Sacraments  were  de- 
fign’d  to  feal  the  Faith  of  the  Receiver,  they  could  not 
be  adminiftred  by  Men,  according  to  divine  Inftitution. 
For  the  Power  of  fealing  the  Faith  of  another  mull  de¬ 
pend  on  theKnowlege  of  his  interior  State, which  belongs 
only  toGod  :  And  therefore  theSpirit  of  God  who  fearch - 
eth  all  Things^  is  the  foleAuthorof  this  Seal  toBelievers. 
Eph .  1.  13.  which  is  of  a  very  different  Nature  from  the 
vifible  Signs  and  Seals  of  the  Covenant.  4.  If  the  Sa¬ 
craments  were  Seals  of  the  Faith  of  the  Receivers,  then 
no  Unbeliever  in  Heart  would  have  a  Right  to  make 
ufe  of  them:  But  many  Unbelievers  in  Heart*  have  a  * 
vifible  Right  to  the  Sacraments, and  ought  to  have  them 
adminiftred  to  them,  according  to  the  Rule  of  Church- 
Adminiftrations.  A  IP  that  make  a  vifible  Profeffion  of 
the  true‘Faith  and  Covenant  Dedication  toGod,  not  con¬ 
tradicted  in  their  external  Converfation,are  intitled  to  the 
Charity  of  the  Church,  and  have  a  juft  Right  foro  Eccle - 
fi£  to  the  Sacraments, as  Seals  of  the  Covenant :  Amono* 
whom,  yet,  no  Man  doubts  there  are  many  Hypocrites 
in  Heart,  deftitute  of  a  truly  faving  Faith.  And  hence 
it  appears,  that  our  Author  is  much  out  of  the  Way,  in 
fuppofing  Circumcifion  could  be  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant 
to  none  but  thofe  who  had  Faith  and  Righteoulnefs,  as 
Abraham  had. 

And  his  fourth  Reafon  Hands  upon  the  feme  ground¬ 
less  and  miltaken  Suppofition,  That  Sacraments  Seal  the 
Covenant  of  Grace  to  none  but  true  Believers.  For  he 
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thinks  he  has  perplexed  and  puzzled  the  Cafe  with  thi 
Dilemma ,  “  That  if  it  was  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  o 
Grace  to  Abraham's  natural  Seed,  it  mufl  be  either  tt 
fome  or  all.  P.  58.”  I  anfwer,  without  Hefitation 
to  ad,  according  to  the  foregoing  Reafons  :  “  To  t 
‘  mocking  IJhmael,  to  a  profane  Efau,  to  Corah,  Dathan. 

and  Abi ram,  &c.”  The  Covenant  was  fealed  to  each 
of  thefe  by  Circumcifion  in  Infancy,  as  well  as  to  Ifiat 
and  jacob,  Mojes  and  Aaron.  It  only  follows,  that  the 
former  were  guilty  of  the  Violation  of  the  Covenant,  by 
theirApoftacy  andDifloyalty  :  But  how  then  was  it  fealed 
to  them  ?  I  anfwer,  not  in  this  Senfe,  “that  they  were 
“  affined  of  an  Intereft  in  it:”  i.  e.  in  the  fpiritual Privi¬ 
leges  of  it,  as  Dr.  Gill  explains  the  Sealing  of  the  Cove¬ 
nant,  contrary  to  what  has  been  afierted  and  proved. 
But  Circumcifion  feal’d  to  them  the  Truth  of  God’s 
1  romife,  and  their  Ooligation  to  the  Conditions  andDu- 
tses  of  his  Covenant,  and  it  feal’d  their  Intereft  in  pro- 
fniled  B.effings,  no  otherwiie  than  conditionally, or  upon 
Suppofition  Oi  the  Conditions  antecedent,  concomitant, 
or  confequent,  wrought  in  them,  or  performed  by  them. 
f  Fifthly ,  He  concludes,  that  fince  “  the  Covenant  was 

“  n°t  made,  as  we  have  feen,”  He  fays,  “  with  all  the 
“  naturalSeed  of  Abraham ,  therefore  Circumcifion  could 
not  be  a  Seal  of  it  to  them.”  But  we  have  feen  alio, 
all  his  Notions  on  this  Head  confuted  :  Though  here 
he  comes  in  again  with  his  Limitation,  “  as  far  as  it 
“  was  a  Covenant  of  Grace.”  But  we  ought  not  to 
diftinguifh,  where  the  Word  of  God  does  not  :  I  have 
proved  it  to  be  purely  and  entirely  a  Covenant  of  Grace, 
and  not  partly  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  partly  a  Cove¬ 
nant  of  Works,  as  Dr.  Gill  imagines,  which  are  utterly 
inconfiftent  with,  and  fubverfive  of  each  other.  And 
that  Circumcifion  was  a  Token  and  Seal  of  this  Cove¬ 
nant,  to  all  Abraham's  Pofterity, limited  as  aforefaid,can- 
not  withoutContradidfion  to  the  exprefs  Words  of  Scrip¬ 
ture,  he  denied.  Or  if  by  his  Limitation,  as  far  as  it 
was  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  he  means  to  fay  no  more  than, 
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in  Regard  of  the  fpiritual  Bleffmgs  of  the  Covenant ,  it  is 
impertinent,  and  concerns  not  the  prefent  Argument  ; 
for  we  are  now  fpeaking  not  of  the  fpiritual  Application, 
but  of  the  external  Adminiftration  of  the  Covenant,  to 
which  the  Sacraments  as  viable  Signs  and  Seals  belong; 
and  ought  to  be  applied, as  fuch,to  all  the  vifible  Subjeds 
of  its  Adminiftration,  and  fuch  were  all  the  natural  Seed 
of  Abraham ,  Q.E.D.  So  I  come  to  his  next  Inquiry. 

Fourthly ,  “  Whether  Baptifm  fucceededCircumcifion, 
“  and  fo  became  the  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace 
“  to  Believers, and  their  natural  Seed.”  This  (fays  our 
Author)  “  Mull  be  anfwered  in  theNegative  ;  ”  Ic  muji 
in  Defence  of  Dr.  Gill’s  Hypothecs  :  But  I  fhall  under¬ 
take  to  prove  the  Affirmative  of  both  Parts  of  the  En¬ 
quiry.  Firjl, That  Baptifm  fucceeds  Circumcifion.  And 
Secondly ,  That  Baptifm  is  aSeal  of  theCovenant  of  Grace 
toBelievers,and  their  Seed.  And  undereach  Part,  fhall 
ffiew  in  a  few  Words,  the  Weaknefs  and  Impertinence  of 
Dr.  Gill’s  Exceptions. 

Firfi ,  That  Baptifm  fucceeds  in  theRoom  of  Circum¬ 
cifion,  under  the  New-Teftament- Adminiftration. 

i.  The  Teftimonyof  the  Apoftie  is  full  to  this  Pur- 
pofe,  that  we  fcarce  need  any  otherEvidence,  that  Bap¬ 
tifm  to  Chriftians  comes  in  the  Room  of  Circumcifion 
to  the  Jews  of  Old.  His  Words  are,  in  "Col.  2.  n,  12. 
In  whom  (  i.  e.  Chrift  )  ye  are  circumcifed  with  the  Circum - 
If  on  made  without Hands  ,in  putting  off  the  Body  of  the  Sins 
of  the  Fie fh,by  theCircumcifion  of  Chrijt :  Buried  with  him  in 
Baptifm,  c.  The  Jews  that  embrac’d  the  Gofpel  (  we 
find  in  the  Atts  of  the  Apoftles,  and  divers  Paifages  in 
Paul’s  Epiftles  )  were  great  Sticklers  for  retaining  the 
Ufe  of  Circumcifion,  and  annexing  it  to  theDifpeniation 
if  Chrift  :  The  Apoftie  in  the  cited  Paffage,  in  Effe<5h, 
ells  the  Coloffians, who  were  troubled  with  fuchjudaizers, 
hat  they  had  noNeed  of  it,  being  compleat  inChrittfti  .10. 
\nd  having  in  theNew-TeftamentSacrament  of  Baptifm, 
hat  which  fully  anfwers  the  Defign  of  that  ancient  Rite* 
.nd  which  he  terms  the  Circumcifion  cf  Chrift ,  or  as  it 

might 
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might  be  rendered  the  Chriftian  Circumcifton.  And  th 
nothing  elfe  but  Baptifm  can  be  intended  by  the  Circut 
eifion  of  Chrijt ,  or  the  Chriftian  Circumcifion,  plain 
appears  •,  For  i.  It  can't  rationally  be  underftood  of  tl 
Circumcifton  whichJefusChrift  received  when  anlnfani 
For  how  could  the  Colofftans  be  faid  to  be  circumcift 
with  that  Circumcifton  ?  2.  Nor  can  it  with  anyReafc 
be  underftood  of  the  fpiritualCircumcifion  of  theHeart 
for  he  had  fpoken  of  that  in  the  foregoingClaufe,callir 
it  the  Circumcifton  made  without  Hands ,  in  putting  off  L 
Body  of  the  Sins  of  the  Flejh .  This  is  the  fpiritual  Ci 
cumcifion  :  And  what  a  Tautology  would  fuch  a  Sen 
caufe  in  the  Words?  Te  are  circumcifed  with  the  fpiritu 
Circumcifton ,  by  the  fpiritual  Circumcifton  of  Chrijt .  Bi 
the  evident  &  plain  Meaning  is  ;  Ye  have  the  full  my  ft 
cal  Intent  of  the  jewifti  Circumcifton  in  the  Circumcifu 
of  Chrijt.1].  e.  Baptifm,  which  Chrift  in  his  New-Cov< 
nant  has  appointed  to  be  to  us  Chriftians,  inftead  of  Ci; 
cumcifion  to  the  Jews  under  the  OldLaw  ;  which  bein 
a  bloody  Rite,  and  (befides  its  Sacramental  Nature)  tip 
fying  and  prefiguring  Chrift  to  come  and  Hied  hisBlood 
he  hath  fince  his  Coming  and  Bloodfhed,  abolifhed,  an 
fubftituted  Baptifm  with  Water  in  its  Room.  And  : 
The  Apoftle  has  put  it  out  of  Doubt,  that  this  is  h 
true  Meaning  ;  ror  having  mentioned  the  Circumcifton  t 
Chrift ,he  immediately  adds  in  Way  of  Explanation, bein 
luried  with  him  in  Baptifm.  This  i$  full  Proof.  But  1< 
me  add. 

Secondly ,  It  is  further  evident  from  the  manifeft  Ana 
logy  or  Refemblance  between  Circumcifion  &  Baptifrr 
As,  1.  Circumcifion  was  the  firft  Token  or  Seal  of  th 
Covenant.  Gen.  17.  1 1,  12.  None  might  eat  the  Paffovt 
but  ihofe  who  were  firft  circumcis'd ,  Exod.  12.  48.  S 
Baptifm  is  the  firft  &  initiating  I’oken, as  I  have  provec 
and  without  it  none  are  to  be  admitted  to  theLord’sSup 
per.  We  are  firft  baptized  into  one  Body ,  and  then  mat 
to  drink  into  one  Spirit ,  1  Cor.  12.  13. — 2.  Baptifm  hat 
the  fame  fpiritual  Signification  with  Circumcifion,  w 
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The  inward  Circumeifion  of  the  Heart,Regeneration,the 
Mortification  of  Sin  •,  which  is  prov’d  by  the  Teftimony 
of  the Apoftle, above cited  fiol.  2.1  i,i2.Seealfo/?0w.2.29. 
and  Chap.  6.  3,4.  3.  Baptifm  ferveth  now  to  the  fame 
Life  and  Purpofe  under  the  New-Teftament,  whichCir- 
cumcifion  did  of  Old.  As,  1.  Was  Ciicumcifion  the 
Sacrament  of  Admiffion  into  the  Church  of  Ifrael, Exod. 
12.  48,  And  is  not  Baptifm  the  fame  with  Refpeft  to 
the  Chriftian  Church  &  Covenant  ?  Matth .  28.19.  Atts 
2.  38.  2.  Was  Circumeifion  a  Badge  of  Relation  to 

the  God  of  Ifrael .  Was  it  not  by  this  inftituted  Rite, 
that  the  Sons  of  the  Stranger  joined  themfelves  to  the  Lord> 
and  took  hold  of  his  Covenant ,  Ifai.56.6.  And  is  not  Bap- 
tifrn  aBadge  of  our  Relation  toChnft  ?  Gal. 3. 27.  3.  Was 
Circumeifion  a  Sign  and  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, 
Rom.  4. 1 1.  And  is  not  the  fame  to  be  faid  of  Baptifm  ? 
Compare  Rom.io.6 ,9.  with  Mar.  16.16. —  4.  Was  Cir- 
cumcifion  a  neceffary  Qualification  for  Accefs  to  God’s 
Sandtuary  ?  Was  it  not  accounted  and  charged  as -a  pro¬ 
fane  Intrufion,  and  Pollution  of  the  Sandluary,  for  any 
to  enter  into  it,  who  were  uncircumcifed  in  Flefh  ?  Ezek. 
44.7,9.  So  Baptifm  with  Water  is  requifice  to  a  confi¬ 
dent  and  acceptable  Approach  to  the  facred  Ordinances 
of  God’s  Houfe  under  the  Prefidency  of  our  great  High- 
Prieft  Jefus  Chrift,  Heb.  10.2  x,£  2.  Now  confidering the 
Refemblance  and  Correfpondence  between  Circumeifion 
and  Baptifm,  in  fo  many  material  Points,  and  I  might 
add  more  ;  and  confidering  withal  the  Ceffation  of  Cir- 
cumcifion  under  the  Gofpel ;  and  the  Inftitution  of  Bap¬ 
tifm  for  the  fame  Ufes  &  Ends,  for  which  Circumeifion 
ferved  under  the  Law  ;  does  not  all  this  plainly  fpeak 
the  Succeffion  of  one  to  the  other  ?  ’Tis  granted,  that 
being  different  Rites,  agreeing  to  the  different  Difpenfa- 
:ions  of  the  Covenant,  before  and  finceChrift’s  Comino*, 
.here  werefome  accidental  Differences  between  them  ;  yet 
is  Signs  and  Seals  of  the  Covenant,  they  both  aim’d  at 

;he  fame  Thing, without  any  fubftantial  Difference  at  all. 
Let  me  only  further  obferve? 
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is  nothing  at  aii  inftitured  in  its  Room  •,  but  the  Chr 
ftian  Church,  by  the  Coming  of  Chrift,has  been  depriv’ 
ot  a  Sacrament,  which  was  reckoned  of  Angular  Advar 
tage  to  the  Jewiftt  Church. Rom.3.1,2.  To  theQueftior 
What  Profit  is  there  in  Circumcifion  ?  The  Apoftle  an 
wers,  much  every  Way.  A  nd  it'  fo,  the  Chriftian  Churc 
in  being  deprived  ot  it,  has  loft  much  every  Way,ifnc 
thing  be  appointed  in  its  Stead.  And  if  any  other  Or 
dinance  befiues  Baptilm  under  the  New~d  cftament  tuc 
ceeds  to  it,  let  it  oe  named  if  it  can.  And  if  it  be  ab 
furd  to  fay,  that  nothing  is  appointed  inftead  of  Circum 
cifiom,  fince  all  the  tnoft  eminent  &  valuable  Inftitution 
of  the  Old-Teftament,  tho  abolithed  at  the  Coming  am 
Death  of  Chrift,  have  yet  had  fomething  anfwerable  an 
pointed  in  the  New  :  Inftead  of  the  PaiTover,  we  hav 
the  Lord’s-Supper,  which  is  a  Feaft  upon  the  Sacrifio 
of  Chrift  our  Tafchal  Lamb,  1  Cor.  5.  7.  Inftead  of  th 
Jewifh-Priefthood,  we  have  a  Gofpel-Miniftry  :  Infteat 
of  the  meeting  of  the  Tribes  at  the  Temple, we  have  th. 
ChriftianAfiemblies  inftituted  ;  &  inftead  of  the  feventl 
Day  Sabbath,  we  have  the  firft  Day  of  the  Week,  th. 
Lord’s  Day,  for  our  Chriftian  Sabbath  :  And  fince  then 
is  no  other  Ordinance  of  the  New-Teftament,  that  bid: 
for  the  Succeffion  to  Circumcifion,  we  rightly  conclude 
that  Baptifm,and  that  alone,  is  its  true  Succetfor.  Now 
if  Baptifm  fucceeds  in  the  Room  of  Circumcifion,  anc 
hath  the  fame  Signification,  Ufe  &  Place,  in  theChriftiar 
Chu-ch,  that  Circumcifion  had  in  the  Church  of  Ifrael 
it  is  a  reafonable  and  undeniable  Inference  hence,that  th. 
Infants  of  Chriftian  Parents  ought  to  have  it  adminiftrtc 
to  them,  as  Circumcifion  was  cuftomarily  and  conftantlj 
by  divine  Appointment,  adminjftred  to  the  Infants  oi 
Jews  and  Profelytes,  unlefs  they  were  by  fome  plainEx- 
ception  debarred  ;  but  no  fuchException  can  any  where 
be  found.  Nor  could  the  Teftimony  of  the  Apoftle 
P^/,above-cited,  give  the  leaftSatisfa&ion  to  the  chr ifti- 
anized  Jews,  whe.n  he  tells  them,  that  they  had  the  Cm 
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cumcifion  of  Chriftia  being  baptized,  or  had  Baptifm 
appointed  to  them  by  Chrift,  infteadof  Circumciiion,  it 
their  Children  were  excepted  ;  and  Chriftian  Baptifm 
were  only  for  grown  Men  and  Women  :  For  that  which 
made  the  Jewifh  Chriftians  fo  zealous  for  retaining  Cir- 
cumcifion,  was  their  Concern  for  their  Infant-Children, 
that  they  might  have  the  Mark  of  God's  Covenant  fee 
upon  them,  which  they  had  ever  had.  We  have  obferv’d 
before,  how  bitterly  enrag’d  the  Jews  at  JeruJalem  were 
at  Paul ,  when  they  heard  that  he  taught  the  Jews  which 
were  among  the  Gentiles ,  that  they  ought  net  to  circumcife 
their  Children,  Act.  21.21  And  his  telling  them  they 
had  Baptifm  inftead  of  Circumciiion,  had  been  nothing 
to  the  Purpofe,  and  could  by  no  Means  have  fatisfied  the 
Jews,  if  this  Bapti lrr\  was  only  for  adult  Perfons ;  nor 
could  the  Jews  have  received  it  as  an  Ordinance  anfwer- 
ing  to  their  Circumciiion.  Therefore  there  can  be  no 
Doubt  but  that  the  Apoftie  intended  this  Chriftian  Cir- 
cumcifion,  to  fucceed  the  Jewilh,  in  its  Adminiftration 
to  Infant  Children,  as  well  as  to  grown  Perfons  ,  other- 
wife  he  had  given  no  Anfwer  to  the  Jews  Plea,  for  keep¬ 
ing  up  their  old  Circumciiion.  Now  let  us  attend  to 
what  our  Author  has  to  fay  for  the  Negative. 

His  three  firft  Exceptions  are  taken  from  the  Diffe¬ 
rences  between  Circumcifion  and  Baptifm,  as  to  their 
Subjedt,  life  and  Manner  of  Adminiftjatioti.  Circum- 
ftantial  Differences  have  been  allow’d,  and  none  die  can 
he  make  good. 

(T.)  He  fays,  P.  58.  “  There  is  no  Agreement  be- 
<c  tween  them  in  the  Subjedts  to  whom  they  are  aclrni- 
44  niftred.55  But  none  of  his  Inftahces  wherein  they  dif- 
agree,  will  be  yielded, but  that  of  Male  and  Female  \  and 
this  Diiagreement  has  been  accounted  for  already  :  The 
Diftindtion  between  Male  and  Female,  which  obtain’d 
under  the  Oid-Teftament,  in  the  Ordinance  of  Circum- 
ciiion,  is  taken  away  by  the  .Doctrine  of  the  New-Tefta- 
ment.  When  the  Apoftie  had  told  theGalatians,  that  as 
many  of  them  as  had  been  baptized  into  Chrift  ^  had  put  on 

^  Chrift  „ 
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Cbrifl ,  Gal.  3.  27.  He  plainly  intimates  in  the  following 
f.  1  hat  among  thofe  who  are  thus  baptized  under  the 
Chriftian  Difpenfation,  there  is  noDiftindion  to  be  made 
between  Male  and  Female ,  as  there  had  been  of  Old.  But 
there  being  a  perfect  Silence  throughout  theNew-Tefta- 
ment,  as  to  any  fuch  Diftindtion  between  Old  &  Youno-, 
Adult  and  Infants,  with  Refpett  to  the  Privileges  of  the 
Covenant,  is  a  fufficientDocument  to  us, that  there  ou°ftt 
to  be  no  Difference  in  this  Refpedt  betweenCircumcifion 
and  Baptilm,  as  to  the  tiubjedt  of  their  Adminiftration. 

(2.)  The  Difference  he  notes  between  them  as  to  their 
Ufe  is  not  real  but  inWords  &  Expreffions  only.  “The 
“  Ufe  of  Circumcifion  (he  fays)  was  to  diftinguifh  the 
“  natural  Seed  of  Abraham  from  others.”  And\iotthat 
only, but  (he  fhould  have  added)alfo  to  diftinguifhGentile 
Profelytes,  and  their  natural  Seed, who  joined  themfelves 
in  Covenant  with  the  God  of  Ifrael,’  from  Aliens  &  Ido¬ 
laters.  And  is  there  not  the  fame  Ufe  of  Baptifm  to 
Chriftian  Profeffors,  to  diftinguifh  them  from  Heathens 
and  Infidels  ?  Why  elfe  are  baptized  Chriftians  called 
The  Circumcifion ,  Phil.  3.  3.  but  becaufe  by  Baptifm  they 
are  diftinguifhed  as  the  peculiar  People  of  God,  as  his 
circumcifed  People  were  of  Old  ?  But  what  does  he  mean 
by  aligning  this  Ufe  of  Baptifm,  as  different  from  that 
of  Circumcifion,  viz.  “  That  it  is  to  be  a  diftinguilhing 
“  Badge  of  the  fpiritual  Seed  of  Chrift,  fuch  have  be- 
“  lieved  in  him,  &c.”  If  he  means  by  the  fpiritual  Seed 
of  Chrift  true  Believers  only,  or  truly  regenerate  Perfons, 
which  is  the  Senfe  he  had  before  given  of  the  fpiritual 
Seed,  and  in  which  Senfe  only  it  can  be  different  from 
Circumcifion,  1  deny  that  Baptifm  is  a  diftinguilhing 
Badge  of  fuch  a  fpiritual  Seed  ;  for  many  befides  the 
truly  Regenerate  wear  this  Badge,  as  our  Author  him- 
felf  corieifes ;  P.60.  Or  if  he  means  it  to  be  a  diftinguifh- 
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ing  Badge  of  al!  that  come  to  Chrift  by  a  Gofpei-Pro- 
feffion  of  Faith  in  him,  it  differs  nothing  from  the  Ufe 
of  Circumcifion,  which  was  defigned  to  mirk  out  a  pe¬ 
culiar  Covenant- People  of  God,  Again  he  fays,  P.  59. 
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“  TheUfeof  Circumclfion  was  to  fignify  theCorruption 
“  of  humane  Nature,  the  Neceflity  of  Regeneration, — * 
“  and  of  Cleanfing  by  the  Blood  of  Chrift.”  And  is  not 
all  this  lignified  in  Baptifm,  when  it  is  called  the  IVajhing 
of  Regeneration,  and  when  it  is  laid  that  Chrijl  gave  him - 
f elf  for  his  Church,  that  he  might  fan  hi  if y  and  cleanfc  it 
with  the  tVafh'mg  of  Wr.ter — ?  And  what  but  the  fame 
Thing  can  be  meant  by  the  /Jnfwer  of  a  good  Conference 
towards  God  ?  Which  he  makes  to  be  a  different  Ufe  of 
Baptiim.  And  does  Baptifm  “  reprefent  the  Sufferings, 
“  Burial,  andRefurre&ion  of  Chrift  ?”  And  did  notCir- 
cumcifion  (in  its  typical  Nature)  reprefent  and  prefigure 
the  Sufferings  and  Bloodflicd  of  Chrift  ?  But  indeed  it 
is  not  the  Sacramental  Ufe  of  Baptifm,  to  reprefent  the 
Death,  Burial,  or  Refurreftion  of  Chrift  ;  which  it  may 
do  to  all  that  attend  the  Adminiftration,  to  whom  it  is  no 
Sacramental  Sign  orSeal  of  anyGofpel  Privilege  :  But  thu 
Brptifm  fas  all  the  other  Sacraments)  hath  Reference  to 
the  Death  of  Chrift,ip  which  theNew- Covenant  is  found¬ 
ed  and  confirmed,  yet  the  Ufe  proper  to  it  as  a  Sacra¬ 
ment,  is  to  fignify  and  feal  the  Benefits  of  Chrift’s  Death 
to  the  Receivers,  and  to  reprefent  and  ratify  a  fpiritual 
Conformity  thereto,  in  the  Mortification  of  Sin,  or  the 
putting  off  the  Body  of  the  Sins  of  the  Flsjh ,  and  walking 
in  Newnefs  of  Life,  wherein  it  fully  correfponds  with 
Circumcifion.  Col.  2.  11,  12.  Rom.  6.  3,  4. — Laftly  he 
fays,  “  It  pre-requires  Repentance  and  Faith.”  Anfuo. 
It  does  fo  of  all  unbaptized  adult  Perfons  ;  and  fo  did 
Circumcifion  of  all  adult  Profelytes  to  the  Covenant  of 
the  God  of  Ilrael.  If  a.  36.  6.  And  as  their  Infant-Chil¬ 
dren  were  circumcis’d  upon  their  Parents  Profeffion,  lb 
are  all  the  Infant  Children  of  Chriftian  Profelfors  now 
to  be  baptized.  In  all  his  Inftances,  there  is  no  real 
Difference  in  the  Ufe  &Defign  of  thefe  two  Sacraments, 
but  only  in  the  different  Turn  of  Expreflion  he  has 
given  to  each  of  their  Ufes. 

(3.)  The  tiiird  Difference  Dr.  Gill  mentions,  is  in  the 
Mannerof  Adminiftration,  whichhas  keen  allow’d.  “The 
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“  one  (he  faysj'is  by  Blood,  the  other  by  Water,  the  one 
hy  an  Incifion, —  the  other  by  an  Immerfion,  &c.” 
/\.ll  meei  ac  c  mental  Differences  proper  to  theAdminiftra- 
tion  of  thofe  different  Rites  :  This  Reafon,  inftead  of 
making  any  1  hing  for  his  Purpofe,  ferves  rather  to  con¬ 
firm  the  contrary,  that  Baptiim  truly  fucceeds  toCircum- 
cifion  :  For  that  which  fucceeds  muft  be  diftind  from 
that  which  went  before,  otherwife  it  is  the  fame  and  not 
a  Succefibr  ^  and  if  there  were  no  Differences  between 
them,  Baptiim  could  not  be  laid  to  be  the  Succefibr  of 
Ciicumcmon,  out  the  fame  I  hing  with  it.  And  yet  he 
concludes  witn  his  uiual  Confidence,  that  cc  Ordinances 
<c  fo  much  differing — the  one  can  never  be  thought  to 
“  come  in  the  Room  and  Place  of  another.”  Let  the 
Reader  judge. 

(4.)  He  adds,  “  That  which  puts  it  out  of  all  Doubt 
thatBaptifm  can  never  be  laid  to  fucceedCircumcifion, 
45  is”  (now  he  prepares  his  Reader  for  a  Demonftration, 
let  us  hear  it)  “  That  Baptiim  was  in  Force  &  Ufe  before 
“  Circumciffon  was  aboiiftffd,  and  its  Pradtice  difcond- 
44  nued,  or  ought  to  be  difcontinued.”  Anf  This  Reafon, 
inftead  of  coming  up  to  a  Demonftration,  falls  fhort  of 
the  loweft  Kind  of  Evidence,  even  a  bare  Probability  : 
Tis  as  if  one  fhould  go  about  to  prove, th&tSclcmon  could 
never  be  laid  to  be  David* s  Succefibr,  becaufe  Solomon  be¬ 
gan  his  Reign  before  David  expired,  and  his  Reign  was 
difcontinued.  Would  not  fuch  an  Argument  appear  ri¬ 
diculous  ?  Yet  it  is  no  better  Argument  that  Dr.  Gill 
brings  againft  Baptifm’s  fucceeding  Circumciffon.  If  he 
could  have  prov’d  that  Circumciffon  had  been  all  along 
contemporary  with  Baptiim, and  that  neither  of  them  had 
furviv’d  the  other,  he  had  done  fomething  to  the  Pur- 
pofe  :  But  from  Baptifm’s  being  brought  into  Ufe  a  few 
Years  fcelore  Circumciffon  expir’d,  to  infer  that,  it  can 
never  be  Paid  to  fucceed  Circumciffon,  proves  nothing, 
but  that  frivolous  Pretences  will  pais  with  fome  Men  lor 
Demonftration,  when  ftrongly  pre  poffefs’d  in  Favour  of 
ibme  darling  Scheme.  But  why  may  notBaptiffn  be  laid 
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to  fucceedCircumcifion  now  it  has  furviv’d  it  thefe  feven- 
teen  Hundred  Years, and  flood  alone  for  all  the  main  fub- 
ftantial  Ends  and  Ufes  for  which  Circumcifion  ferv’d  be- 
.fore  Chrift’s  Coming  and  Death  ?  —  But  in  Truth,  tho* 
Baptifm  began  to  take  Place,  and  was  adminiftred  by 
John,  and  our  Lord’s  Difciples,  fuppofe  three  or  four 
Years  before  his  Death,  yet  it  was  not  fully  fettled  as  the 
Door  of  Admifiion  into  theChriftianChurch,  tojews  and 
Gentiles, till  after  our  Lord’sRefurredlion.  Matth.23.ig. 
Where  we  find  the  firft  Commiffion  recorded,  as  given 
by  Chrifl  to  his  Minifters,  to  baptize ;  at  which  Time, 
I  fuppofe,  our  Author  will  allow,  Circumcifion  ought  to 
be  dilcontinued,  having  expir’d  atChrifl’sDeath  ;  though 
the  Practice  of  it, and  of  other  Rites  of  Mofes ,  was  tole¬ 
rated,  in  Compliance  with  the  Weaknefs  of  the  Jews, till 
theDeftrudlion  of  their  Temple. 

(5.)  Our  Author  goes  on  to  fay,  P.  60.  “  That  it  has 
“  been  proved  already,  that  Circumcifion  was  no  Seal  of 
“  the  Covenant  of  Grace  to  Abraham' s  natural  Seed,” 
(and  what  Sort  of  Proofs  they  are  which  he  has  ailedo-’d, 
and  how  little  they  avail  to  his  Purpofe,  we  have  alfo 
feen  already)  therefore  he  adds,  “  Could  it  be  prov’d 
“  thatBaptifm  fucceeds  it,  it  would  not  follow  that  Bap- 
“  tiim  is  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.”  It  is  no 
Wonder  our  Author  is  led  by  his  erroneous  Princiole 
before  noted, to  deny  that  ehe  Sacraments  in  general  and 
particularly  Baptifm, are  Seals  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace. 
His  Notion  is,  that  the  Sacraments  (if  admitted  to  be 
Seals  of  the  Covenant,)  muft  feal  abfolutely  ( contrary  to 
the  Tenor  of  the  Covenant,  as  I  have  pi<  vtd)  and  that 
they  affure  the  Receiver,  of  his  particular  Intereft  in  the 
Blefiings  and  Privileges  of  it :  Which  Notion  has  been 
fufficiently  refuted.  I  fnail  therefore  now  proceed,  as  was 
propos’d,  to  prove  the  fecond  Part  of  the  Queflion,  viz. 

Secondly,  That  Baptifm  is  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of 
Grace  to  Believers,  and  their  Seed.  This  I  fhall  make 
evident  in  a  few  Words. 

(1.)  If  Baptifm  fucceeds  Circumcifion  in  the  general 
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Nature  of  an  initiating  Sacrament,  then  Baptifm  is  a  Seal 
of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  This  Confequence  is  here  un- 
re  afon  ably  denied  by  our  Author but  fince  it  has  been 
prov’d  that  Circumcifion  was  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of 
Grace,  and  fhewed  that  one  Inftance  of  the  Analogy  or 
Similitude  between  Circumcifion  &  Baptifm  is, that  they 
are  both  Signs  and  Seals  of  the  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith  ^ 
it  unavoidably  follows,  that  Baptifm,fucceedingCircum- 
cifion,  is  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  He  might 
with  more  Reafon  clenyBaptifm  to  be  a  Sacrament  ol  the 
New-Covenant :  for  theTerm  Sacrament, is  not  fcriptural, 
but  that  of  a  Sign  and  Seal  is  exprelly  in  Scripture  apply’d 
to  Circumcifion.  Which  Term  ("as  all  Divines  agree J 
is  exprefiive  of  the  general  Nature  of  Sacraments,  and 
applicable  to  thofe  ot  the  New-Teftament,  and  particu¬ 
larly  to  Baptifm. 

(2.)  If  1  miftake  not,  Baptifm  has  the  Denomination 
of  a  Seal  in  theNew-Teftament.  Joh.  3.  33.  He  that  hath 
received  his  \ Teftimony ,  hath  fet  to  his  Seal,  that  God  is  true . 
The  Context  before  and  alter  this  Paragraph,  that  con¬ 
tains  thefeWords  of  John  the  Baptift,  fpeaks  of  Men’s  re¬ 
ceiving  Jelus  his  Baptifm.  That  which  occafion’d  this 
Difcourle  of  John ,  was  a  Queftion  about  Baptilm,  and  a 
Complaint  that  the  greater  Number  reforted  to  the  Bap- 
tiim  ot  JefttSj  f.  25,  26.  and  the  Evangelift  continues 
hisNarration,  in  giving  the  Reafon  why  Chrift  lef tjudea, 
becaufe  the  P bar i fees  had  heard  that  Jefus  made  and  bap¬ 
tiz'd  more  Difciples  than  John ,  &c.  Chap.  4.  1,  2,  3.  So 
the  Meaning  ol  theBaptill’s  Words  feem  to  be,  He  that 
receivethG\\x\S\  s  Teplimony  byFaith,is  thereupon  baptiz’d, 
which  is  as  the  Jetting  to  his  Seal ,  that  he  believes  God  is 
true .  Chrift’s  Teftimony  lurely  was  nothing  elfe  but  a 
Publication  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ;  and  the  Believer 
gives  Honour  to  the  Truth  of  God  in  this  Covenant, by 
a  publick  Acknowledgment  of  it  in  his  Baptifm,  and  ib 
doth  as  it  were  fet  to  his  Seal ,  &c.  For  Baptifm  is  a  mu¬ 
tual  f  eal?  and  on  the  Part  of  the  baptiz’d,  it  is  a  folemn 
Peclaiftti on  of  his  being  perfuaded  ot  tire  divine  Truth 
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of  the  Gofpel,  and  that  God  is  true  in  all  hisPromifes  of 
Pardon  and  eternal  Life  by  his  Son  Jefus  Chrift  ;  and  a 
folemn  Engagement  toanfwerable  Sincerity  &  Faithful- 
nefs  in  the  Oblervance  of  Gofpel-Duties.  So  the  Words 
may  be  underftood,  without  flying  to  a  Metaphor  :  and 
when  the  confirming  Work  of  the  Spirit  in  Believers  is 
fo  often  exprefs’d  by  the  Metaphor  of  fealing,  particu¬ 
larly  i  Eph.  13.  In  whom  after  that  ye  believed ,  ye  were 
fealed  with  the  holySpirit  of  Promife  ;  I  fee  noReafon  why 
the  Allufion  may  not  be  to  Baptifm,  the  outward  vifible 
Seal  of  the  New-Teftament.  Though  I  am  far  from  lay¬ 
ing  the  Strefs  of  the  Proof  on  this  Interpretation.  1 
(g.)  Nothing  lefs  may  be  argu’d  from  ChriiPs  annex¬ 
ing  Baptifm  to  his  Gofpel-Covenant,  (Mark,  16.  16  ) 
than  that  it  was  defign’d  to  be  the  Seal  of  it :  He  that  be- 
lieveth  and  is  baptiz'd ,  l hall  be  faved, — He  that  believe th 
fhall  be  faved ,  is  the  Subftance  of  the  evangelical  Cove¬ 
nant  •,  but  why  mu  ft  he  be  baptiz'd  ?  Why  is  Baptifm 
annex’d  to  this  Covenant  ?  What  other  Account  can  be 
given,  but  that  Chrift  defign’d  it  as  a  vifible  Token  or 
Sign  for  the  Confirmation  of  the  Covenant  ?  Nov/  a  vi¬ 
fible  Token  inftituted  to  confirm  a  fpirituaiCovenant  or 
Promife,  is  nothing  elfe  but  a  Seal  ^  as  was  argu’d  before, 
and  the  fame  may  be  argu’d  from  Adi,  2.  38,  39. 

(4J  The  Form  of  Adminiftration  prefcrib’d  byChrift 
to  hisMinifters,  plainly  determines  Baptifm  to  be  a  Seal 
of  the  Covenant.  Matth.  28.  19.  Baptizing  them  in  the 
Name  of  the  Father ,  and  of  the  Son ,  and  of  "the  Holy  Ghofi * 
WhichForm  of  Words  is  to  be  underftood,  (1.)  On  the 
Minifter’sPart,to  declare  his  afting  in  theName  or  in  the 
Power  and  Authority  derived  from  the  Father ,  Son ,  and 
Holy  Ghofi,  (2.)  On  the  Part  of  the  baptized,  as  import¬ 
ing  their  Belief  in  and  Acceptance  of  this  blefledTrinity 
of  Perfons,  in  their  feveral  Relations,  and  Operations  in 
the  Work  of  ourRedemption,  together  with  the  devoting 
and  dedicating  themfelves  to  the  Faith, Worfhip,  Obedi^ 
ence  and  Service  of  thefe  divine  Perfons  fas  the  Greek 
X^hrafe,  into  theName ,  &c.  .imports)  and  what  otherCon- 
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ftruaion  can  be  made  of  the  Adminiftration  of  this 

uiUianKite,  as  is  it  here  prefcrib’d  by  ourSaviour,than 
that  it  is  a  lolemn  vifible  Tranfa&ion  of  the  Covenant 
between  God  and  Believers  ?  Wherein  God  offers  him- 
ie!i,rather,  oon,and  Holy  Ghoft,  and  folemnly  engap-es 
to  be  their  God  and  Father,  Redeemer,  and  Sandifier  5 
and  Believers  in  being  baptiz’d  into  his  Name,  folemnly 
dedicate  themfelves  to  him, and  reciprocally  engage  to  be 
to  him  a  People  :  Now  if  all  this  does  not  f'peak  Baptifm 
£°  ^  foiemn  Confirmation  or  Seal  of  tneCovenant  thus 

tram  acted,  it  can  have  no  Meaning  at  all,  but  muft  ftand 
ior  a  meer  infignificant  Ceremony. 

(5.)  It  may  be  further  argued  from  its  being  a  foiemn 
Obligation  on  the  baptized  unto  covenanted  Duties. 
1  Pet.  3.  21.  The  like  Figure  vohereunto,  even  Baptifm  doth 
now  alfo  fave  us ,  not  the  putting  away  of  the  Filth  of  the 
Flefh ,  but  we  Anfwer  of  a  good  Confcience  towards  God. 
Noah's  Ark  was  a  Figure  or  Type,  andBaptifrn  is  a  like 
Figure,  vifible  Representation,  or  Sign  of  the  Privilege 
of  Salvation.  And  in  thefe  Words  the  Apoftle  thews 
wherein  the  favingEff  cacy  of  Baptifm  confab.  (1.)  Ne¬ 
gatively,  not  in  putting  away  the  Filth  of  the.  Fle/h  :  Not 
in  the  meer  outward  Sign,  the  washing  the  Body  with 
water.  (2.)  Pofitively,  in  the  Anfwer, the  interrogation, 
the  Stipulation,  the  Covenant,  the  Teftimony,  (as  it  is 
varioutly  rendered)  of  a  good  Confcience  towardsGod.  Take 
it  according  to  our  Tranflation,  this  pre-fuppofes  God’s 
Interrogation  or  Demand  of  the  Party  to  be  baptized  > 
Doit  thou  renounce  the  Flelh,  theWorld,and  theDevil  ? 
doft  thou  believe  in,  and  take  me  for  thy  God  inChrilt  ? 
And  it  is  a  foiemn  Confent  to  this  Demand, with  an  up- 
right  Intention,  follow’d  with  A  confcientious  Difcharge 
of  the  baptifinal  Vow,  which  is  the  Anfwer  of  a  good 
Conjcience  towards  Gcdy  that  entitles  the  baptiz’d  unto 
Salvation.  Whence  it  appears,  that  in  Baptifm  there 
paffes  a  Covenant  between  God  and  the  Party  to  be  bap¬ 
tiz'd  ;  who  enters  into  an  Engagement,  Stipulation,  or 
Vow  of  Ea;ch  and  Dedication  to  God  through  Omit  ; 
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which  connotes  or  implies  a  Promife  or  Engagement  on 
God’s  Part,  to  make  good  his  Covenant  of  Salvation. 
And  if  this  be  the  Thing  fignified  in  Baptilm  (as  is 
plainly  to  be  gather’d  from  the  Apoftle’s  Words)  then 
Baptifm  muft  be  a  confirming  Sign  or  Seal  ot  this  Co¬ 
venant. 

(6.)  It  may  be  argued  from  its  being  the  Sacrament 
of  Admifiion  into  the  vifible  Church,  i  Cor.  12.13.  For 
by  oneSpirit  we  are  all  baptiz'd  into  one  Body.  By  theSpirit 
as  the  internal  operative  Principle,  and  by  Baptifm  as 
the  vifible  Symbol,  all  Chriftians  are  congregated  and 
joined  together  in  one  myftical  Body  under  Chrift  the 
Head  *,  that  is,  in  one  Chriftian  Church.  Now  theChri- 
ftian  Church  has  no  other  Foundation, as  I  have  fhewed, 
than theCqvenantofGraceinChr ill vifibly  tranfaded&  ap¬ 
ply ’d  to  particularPerfons,whofe  Acceptance  of,&Confent 
to  this  Covenant, is  requisite  to  their  Admifiion  with  their 
Infant-Seed,  as  Members  of  the  vifible  Church.  So  that 
to  be  admitted  into  the  vifible  Church, is  the  iameThing 
in  other  Words,  with  being  admitted  into  the  Covenant 
of  Grace,  in  it’s  vifible  Adminiftration.  And  to  deny 
that  Baptifm  is  an  outwTard  Sign  &  Seal  of  thisCovenant, 
is  in  Effect  to  deny  it  to  be  a  Sacrament  of  Admifiion, 
or  Initiation  into  the  vifible  Church. —  And  I  may  add, 
that  whateverSignification, whatever  Place  in  theChriftian 
Scheme  be  confidently  with  the  Doftrine  of  Scripture 
afiign’d  toBaptifm,!  doubt  not  to  make  it  appear  thence, 
that  Baptifm  is  aSeal  of  theCovenant.  OurAdverfaries, 
1  hope,  will  grant  it  to  be  a  Sign  or  Symbol,  Mark  or 
Badge  of  the  Chriftian  Profeffion  ;  tho’  they  greatly  err 
in  making  it  a  bare  Sign.  Now  the  ChfiftianProfeffion 
includes  in  it  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  as  it  is  a  Profefiioa 
or  Faith  and  Obedience  to  the  Lord  jefus  Chrift  :  Faith 
relates  to  thePromifes  of  theCovenant ;  Obedience, to  the 
T  erms  and  Precepts  of  it  *,  fo  that  our  Chriftian  Pro- 
fefiion  is  an  Acknowlegement  of  the  Covenant  in  both 
Parcs  of  it  ;  the  Promifes  that  make  God’s  Part, and  the 
Precepts  ours.  And  Baptifm  being  own’d  to  be  a  vifible 
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Symbol  or  Token  of  this  Acknowlegement,  it  moft  c 
tamly  follows,  that  it  is  not  only  a  Sign  to  reprefent  t 
a  Seal  to  ratify  Covenant-Promifes  to  our  Faith,  and  c 
Covenant-Engagements  to  theDuties  requir’d ;  for  bei 
granted  to  be  a  Token  of  the  Chriftian  Profeffion, 
can  be  no  otherwife  fo  confidered,than  inRelation  to’t 
Covenant  of  Grace,  which  is  the  whole  Matter  of  t 
Chtiftian  1  roieffion,  and  therefore  muft  be  a  confirmii 
Token ;  and  if  this  be  granted  too,  I  think  it  not  wor 
while  to  contend  about  Words ;  when  (as  I  Paid  befor 
I  take  a  confirming  Token  of  the  Covenant  to  be  of  t 
fame  Nature  with  a  Seal.  And  from  what  has  been  fai 
I  think  it  fufficiently  evident,  that  Baptifm  now  is,  wh 
Circumcifion  once  was,  a  Sign  &  Seal  of  the  Covenai 
of  Grace  to  Believers  and  their  Seed.  But  our  Autho 
it  feems,  is  not  of  the  fame  Mind  :  Baptifm  ('with  hin 
is  no  Seal  ©f  the  Covenant  of  Grace.  But  he  fcari 
pretends  to  offer  any  Reafons  for  the  Negative  ;  all  f 
fays  is,  ( 1 )  “  There  are  manyPerfons  who  have  been  bai 
“  tized,and  yet  not  in  theCovenant  of  Grace, &  to  whoi 
“  it  was  never  fealed.”  P.  60.  The  Reader  will  foo 
perceive,  that  this  Afiertion  proceeds  on  his  falfe  Princ 
pies,  before  rejected  and  confuted.  (1)  On  his  miftake 
Notions  about  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  an  Inrereft  i 
that  Covenant,  that  none  but  the  Eled,  the  Regenerate 
and  fpiritual  Seed  are  in  Covenant  with  God  •,  as  if  Go 
had  inftituted  no  vifible  Adminiftration  of  his  Covenan 
with  Men.  (2. )  On  his  groundless  Suppofition,  that  th 
Covenant  is  fealed  abfolutely,  and  the  Receiver  thereb 
allured  of  his  perfonal  Intereft  in  thePrivileges  of  it.  Th 
Error  and  Abfurdity  of  both  which  Conceits  have  beei 
fufficiently  expofed. — But  here, his  Reader  muft  have  th 
Candour  to  over-look  the  Contradiction  he  runs  into,  t< 
what  he  had  faid  in  the  foregoing  Page,  That  Baptifm  i 
“  a  diftinguifhing  Badge  of  the  fpiritual  Seed  of  Chrift 
“  Believers  who  have  put  him  on.”  Thefe,  and  none  bu 
thefe  he  will  allow  to  be  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  Ant 
if  Baptifm  be  the  diftinguifhingRadgc  cf  thefe, how  come: 


)hap.  IV. 


ef  Infant-Baptifrm  3*5 

:  to  pafs,  that  many  Perfons  may  be  baptized,  and  yet 
iot  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  ?  Or  let  him  try  his  Skill 
o  aniwer  this  Argument,  viz.  As  many  as  have  put  on 
'bri/t :  are  in  theCovenant  oj  ( jrace .  But  as  many  as  have 
>een  baptized  into  Chrift ,  have  put  on  Chriji .  1  he  major 

^ropofition  is  his  own,  tho  not  in  Terms, yet  undeniably 
n  Senfe,  for  he  makes  the  putting  on  Chrift  one  Cha¬ 
ndler  of  the  fpiritual  Seed,  who  are,  with  him,  the  only 
)erions  that  are  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  1  he  minor 
s  the  Apoftle’s,  Gal.  3.27.  How  then  will  he  avoid  the 
^onclulion,  Therefore  as  many  as  are  baptized  into  Chrift , 
ire  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace .  Directly  contrary  to  his 
AJTertion.  (2.)  He  fays,  “  On  the  other  Hand,  aPerfon 
6  may  be  in  the  Covenant  of  Grace, and  it  may  befealed 
c  to  him,  and  he  may  be  comfortably  allured  of  his  In- 
c  tereft  in  it,  tho  as  yet  not  baptized.”  ibid.  Anf  (1.) 
What  may  be  in  the  extraordinary  Difpenfation  of  God, 
ts  not  to  be  difputed  ;  but  he  would  be  hard  put  to  it, to 
produce  an  Inftance  inFadl,  of  an  unbaptizedPerfon  un¬ 
der  the  ordinary  Difpenfation  of  the  Gofpel,  having  the 
Covenant  fealed  to  him,  in  his  Senfe,  that  is,  his  having 
a  comfortable  AlTurance  of  his  Intereft  in  it :  and  the 
Supposition  hereof  does  but  tend  to  leflen  Mens  Regard 
to  God’s  Ordinance  of  Baptifm.  But  (2.)  Supporting 
this  may  be  the  Cafe  by  an  extraordinary  Difpenfation, 
yet  it  does  by  no  Means  follow,  that  Baptifm  is  not  the 
vifible  Seal  of  theCovenant  ;  for  we  mult  be  govern’d  by 
ordinary  Rules  ;  and  that  inward  comfortable  AlTurance 
he  (peaks  of,  is  improperly  &  metaphorically  called  feat - 
ingy  and  that  rather  of  the  Grace  of  the  Covenant,  than 
of  the  Coyenant  of  Grace,  and  is  a  Thing  quite  diftindt 
from,  and  no  Ways  inconfiftent  with  the  ordinary  in- 
ftituted  Seal  of  the  Covenant  in  Chriftian  Baptifm,  which 
is  enjoin’d  as  Matter  of  Duty  on  our  Part  ;  whereas  the 
other  is  Matter  of  pure  Difpenfation  on  God’s  Part. — - 
Thus  I  have  very  minutely  and  particularly  confidered 
and  difcufs’d  all  his  Arguments  &  Objections, and  (hewed 
them  to  be  impertinent3groundiefs  and  inconclufive  *  and 
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have  vindicated  the  Argument  forlnfantsRight  toBapti 
froiii  the  I  enor  of  God’s  Covenant  with  Abraham  and 
seed,  with  the  annexed  Seal,  from  all  his  Exceptions 
But  Confidence,  I  fee,  is  a  mafterlefs  Thins  and 
to  be  dealt  with  or  put  to  Silence  by  Reafon.  Our  f 
thor,  as  if  he  were  now  Mafler  of  the  Field,  throws  C< 
tempt  about  him,  upon  all  that  are  not  of  hisSentime 
i  he  Minifter  in  the  Dialogue  had  not  heard  of  fuch 
Man  as  Dr  .Gill,  when  heobferves  “  That  it  is  allcv 
“  on  allHands,  that  Baptifm  is  a  Token  or  Seal  of  i 
Covenant  of  Grace.”  (Dial.  P.  20J  Our  Author 
citing  that  Pa!Tage,lays  P.  60.  “  It  is  apopularClamoi 
“  a  vulgar  Miftake,  that  either  that  or  the  Lord’s  Su 
“  Per  are  Seals  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace.”  This  i< 
ft  range  Difcovery,  and  New,*  (  if  not  borrowed,  as  I  a 
«*p>.  to  think,  from  the  Socinians  )  ail  Protenant  Divin 
have  hitherto  fpoken  of  the  Sacraments  of  the  New-Te 
tament,  as  Seals  of  the  Covenant,  particularly  Baptif 
(  which  is  alfo  termed  by  the  ancient  Writers,  a  Seal,  ar 
2.  Mark)  ano  have  thought  they  had  fpoken  according  1 
the  common  oenfe  01  the  Vulgar,  as  well  as  agreably  1 
the  Doftrine  and  Language  ol  the  Holy  Scripture.  Bt 
here  comes  this  fuperiour  Gentleman,  and  corrects  the 
Miftake,and  tells  them  they  are  all  carried  away  with  pc 
pularClamour,  and  a  vulgar  Error  !  But  the  word  is,h 
involves  the  Apoftle  Paul  in  thl'lame  Cenfure,  who  wa 
v  the  great  Patron  and  IVlaintamer  of  this  vulsar  Error 
when  he  fpeaks  of  Circumcifion  as  the  Sign  and  Seal  c 
the  Righteoufnefs  of  Faith  ;  which  is  expreffive  of  th 
general  Nature  of  all  Sacraments,  even  thofe  of  the  New 
Teftament,  as  has  been  fhewed.  But  what  are  his  R e a 
fons  ?  ton  will  find  them  as  weak,  as  his  Affurance  i 
ftrong.  He  fays,  P.  61.  “  The  Blood  of  Chrift  is  tin 
Seal  &  the  onlySeal  of  it. — And  the  Holy  Spirit  is  tin 
“  only  Earned,  Seal  and  Sealer  of  the  Saints.”  But  (1. 
The  Blood  of  Chrift  is  no  where  in  Scripture  called  th< 
Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace  :  which  Term  is  yet  ex¬ 
prefly  applied  to  one  of  the  Sacraments,  and  fpeaks  th: 
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general  Nature  of  all.  (2 .)  The  Covenant  of  Grace  can¬ 
not  be  fealed  by  the  Blood  of  Chrill  only,  in  the  Senfe  of 
our  Author,  who  fuppofes  the  Sealing  ot  the  Covenant 
to  be  the  alluring  the  Perfon  or  his  fpecial  Intereft  in  it. 
But  does  Chrift’s  Ihedding  of  his  Blood  for  theConfirma- 
tionof  the  Covenant,  affure  any  particular  Perfon  of  his 
Intereft  in  the  fpecial  Privileges  ol  it  ?  (3.)  The  Sealing 
of  the  Covenant,  in  this  Senfe,  is  the  Work  of  the  Holy 
Spirit;  which  he  calls  the  Seal,  or  Sealer  of  the  Saints. 
Whence  it  follows,  That  the  Blood  of  Chrift  is  not  the 
only  Seal  of  the  Covenant ;  and  fo  we  fee,  there  may  be 
two  Seals  confident  with  each  other,  &  why  not  a  third  ? 
And  then  what  is  the  Force  of  the  Reafon,  theBlood  of 
Chrift  is  a  Seal,  therefore  Baptifm  and  the  Lord’sSupper 
are  not  Seals  of  the  Co  venant  of  Grace  ?  Wherefore  (4.) 
His  Confufion  and  Weaknefs  lies  in  not  diftinguiihing  as 
he  ought,  between  the  Blood  of  Chrift,  the  Holy  Spirit, 
and  the  Sacraments,  in  their  feveral  Relations  to  theCo- 
vena nt  of  Grace.  The  Blood  of  Chrift  may  in  a  large 
Senfe  be  called  a  Seal  of  the  Covenant,  with  Refpeft  to 
its  internal  Frame  and  Conftitution,  which  is  ratified  and 
confirmed  thereby.  The  Holy  Spirit  is  an  inward  Seal,to 
confirm  the  fpiritual  Application  and  Efficacy  of  theCo- 
venant,  to  the  Hearts  oi  particular  Believers.  The  Sa¬ 
craments  are  outward  fenfible  Signs  and  Seals  of  this  Co¬ 
venant,  annexed  to  the  vifible  Adminiftration  of  it, to  the 
feveralMembers  of  theChurch.  And  thefe  are  all  fo  con¬ 
fident  with  each  other, that  there  is  no  arguing  from  one’s 
being  a  Seal,  to  the  Exclufion  of  the  other  ;  when  each 
of  them  may  be  faid  to  Seal  the  Covenant,  under  diffe¬ 
rent  Relations  &  Views.  It  was  foretold  of  Chrift,  that 
he  fhould  confirm  the  Covenant  with  many,  Dan.  9.  27. 
(which  ourAuthor  refers  to  for  Proof,that  his  Blood  was 
the  Seal  ot  it. )  But  this  he  did  by  his  Doftrine,  Mira¬ 
cles,  Refurredioni  and  pouring  out  of  the  Spirit,  as  well 
as  by  his  Death.  It  is  true,  as  the  Covenant  is  called 
the  New-Teffament  of  Jefus  Chrift,  fo  the  Death  of  the 
Teftator  was  neceffary  to  theValidity  of  it*  as  theApoftle 
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argues  from  a  IVIan  s  laft  Will  2nd  Teftament,  which 
not  in  Force  till  his  Death.  Ileb.y. 16, 17.  So  the  Blc< 
of  Chrift  may  in  a  large  and  general  Senfe  be  term’d  ti 
Seal  ot  his  i  eftament,  which  renders  it  an  everlaftir 
Covenant,  of  perpetual  Force  and  Validity.  Heb.  13.2 
But  becaufe  the  Blood  ot  C hrifb  has  fo  fealed  or  confirn 
ed  the  New-Covenanr,  as  to  render  it  a  valid  Conftitut 
on  tor  the  Salvation  of  Sinners,  to  argue  thence,  Th; 
the  Sacraments  of  Baptifm  and  the  Lord’s  Supper  car 
not  be  vifible  Seals  or  the  lame  Covenant,  is  juft  as  if  or 
Ihould  argue,  that  becaufe  a  Man’s  laft  Will  and  Teft; 
ment  is  confirmed  by  his  Death,  therefore  there  is  n 
Need  that  it  fhould  be  otherwife  confirmed  by  a  propc 
Signing  and  Sealing  of  it. 

The  Minifter  in  the  Dialogue  having  afTerted,  that : 
is  the  felt  fame  Covenant  that  is  fealed,  both  byCircun: 
cifion  and  Baptilm,  in  Proof  that  Baptifm  ought  now  t 
be  adminiftred  to  Infants  ;  illuferates  it  to  hisParifhione 
by  a  familiarSimilitude,of  the  famePatent  of  Lands  feaP 
in  the  iucceffive  Reigns  of  two  feveral  Kings,  with  tw 
different  Seals,a  Red,  and  aWhite  One.  Dr. Gill  fays,  i 
is  u  a  fine  Piece  of  Wit.”  I  confefs,  I  did  not  takeNo 
ticeof  that  before,  fo  much  as  of  the  Reafon  and  Judg 
ment  fhewn  in  applying  the  Similitude  to  illuftrate  th 
Point  in  Difcourfe  ;  and  perhaps  on  the  other  Hand 
Dr.  Gill  was  1b  dazzled  with  theFinenefs  of  the  Wit,tha 
he  did  not  mind  that  the  Reafoning  in  it  was  too  folic 
and  weighty  to  be  blown  away  with  a  Puff*.  I  am  fun 
(whatever  becomes  of  the  Wit,  yet  as  to  what  concern: 
the  Argument)  he  had  no  Reafon  for  his  Boaft,  that  i 
“  is  fpoiled  and  loft,”  but  that  frivolous  one  laft  men 
tinned,  the  Weaknefs  whereof  has  been  fufficiently  de¬ 
tected.  Nor  has  he  oneWord  in  Reply  to  the  Scripture  - 
Arguments  produced  in  the  Dialogue ,  that  Baptifm  is  now 
a  Seal  of  the  Covenant  of  Grace, as  Circumciiion  was  for¬ 
merly. 

Wherefore,  upon  the  whole,  fince  it  has  been  made 
co  appear,  that  the  Covenant  God  made ’with  Abra- 
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ham  and  his  Seed,  was  the  Covenant  of  Grace,  and  that 
it  remains  ftill  inForce  in  the  fame  Extent,  withRelpeft 
to  Gofpe'-Believers,  the  Chriftian  Seed  of  Abraham , 
under  theNew-Teftament-Adminiftration,and  that  Cir- 
cumcifion  was  anciently  appointed  to  be  the  Token  and 
Seal  of  thisCovenant ;  and  that  Baptifm,  under  theChri- 
ftian  Difpenfadon,  fucceedsCircumcifion,as  the  initiating 
Sign  and  Seal  of  the  fame  Covenant,  which  was  formerly 
feal’d  by  Circumcifion  to  the  Infants  of  the  Faithful  ;  I 
freely  leave  it  to  any  judicious,unbias’d  Reader  to  judge, 
whether  the  Evidence  from  Scripture,  for  the  Right  of 
Chriftian  Infants  to  Baptifm,  and  that  from  the  primi¬ 
tive  Inftitution  of  the  Covenant  with  Abraham ,  which 
requir’d  the  Token  and  Seal  of  it  to  be  adminifter’d  to 
Infants,  without  any  Repeal  of  it  ever  after,does  not  ftand 
good,  notwithftanding  all  Dr.  Gill’s  Exceptions  :  And 
whether  he  has  been  able  to  make  out  any  one  of  hisPre- 
tenfions  to  the  contrary :  And  whether  theSophiftry,Con- 
fufion  and  Error,  ( and  I  may  add  the  Blunders  andCon- 
tradidionsj  which  his  miftaken  Principles  about  theCo- 
venant  have  led  him  into, in  his  Arguings  on  thisSubjed, 
have  not  been  fufficiently  detected  andexpoled. 

I  fhall  clofe  this  Chapter  with  a  few  Remarks  on  our 
Author’s  Endeavour  to  vindicate  himfelf,  and  his  Party, 
from  the  Charge  that  has  been  juftly  exhibited  againft 
them,  of  abridging  and  leflening  the  Privileges  of  the 
Gofpel-Difpenfation,  with  Refped  to  Infants, which  they 
formerly  enjoy’d,  by  cutting  them  off  from  their  Cove¬ 
nant-Right,  and  depriving  them  of  the  New-Teftament 
Seab  I  his  our  Author  calls,  “  a  clamorous  Outcry.” 
I  believe,  it  does  not  carry  a  Sound  that  is  grateful  to 
them.  For  it  does  not  appear  from  what  our  Author 
has  faid  already, nor  from  what  he  has  here  added,that  the 
Accufation  is  unreafonable  or  unjuft  :  but  his  Vindica¬ 
tion  appears  lame  and  infufficient.  The  Minifter  in  the 
Dialogue  has  reprefented  it  as  “  a  great  &  glorious  Pri- 
Allege  granted  to  Children  under  the  legal  Difpenfa- 
tion,  that  they  fhpuld  enjoy  the  Seal  of  theCovenant 
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And  demands,  “How, why, and  when  were  Children  ci 
“  off  from  this  Privilege?”  Dial.  P.19,20.  Andfhewi 
that  m  this  Caie  the  Opinion  of  the  Adverfaries  is  er 
cumbred  with  this  Ablurdity,  that “  the  Gofpel  is  a  lei 
gloriousDilpenfation,  with  Refpedt  tolnfints,  than  th 
tormer.  Dial .  P.  30  55  Our  Author  has  taken  Node 
of  thefe  Particulars,  and  pretends  to  reply  to  them.  P.62 
(1)  He  lays,  “  The  Covenant  of  Grace  was  never  feal5 
“  to  Infants  byCircumcifion.”  This  I  fball  pafs  over,  a 
one  of  his  confutedErrors.  (2.)  “  Nor  was  that  blood 
and  painful  Kite  accounted  a  rich  and  glorious  Privi 
“  lege,  far  from  it  &c  ”  And  does  he  imagine,  that  th 
Author  of  the  Dialogue  plac5d  the  glorious  Privilege  c 
Children  under  that  Difpenlation,  in  that  bloody  Incifio 
made  in  the  Flefh  by  Circumcifion,  abftra&ing  from  it 
Sacramental  Relation  to  the  Covenant  ?  (3.)  That  “  i 

“  is  a  rich  Mercy  and  glorious  Privilege  ot  the  Gofpel 
“  that  the  Jews  and  their  Children  are  delivered  from  it 
“  and  that  the  Gentiles  and  their  Children  are  not  ob 
cc  iig’d  to  it.55  And  can  he  perfwade  himfelf,  that  th 
Paedobaptifts  are  not  as  fenfible  of  this  rich  Mercy  am 
glorious  Privilege,  as  himfelf?  (4.)  “As  for  theDeman 
“  how,  why,  and  w7hen  Children  were  cut  off  from  ii 
“  it  is  eafily  anfwcred,  that  this  was  done  by  the  Deat 
“  ofChrift,  and  at  the  Time  of  it  &c.”  The  Reade 
will  eafily  perceive,  that  all  this  is  meer  Shuffling  ;  fc 
does  he  believe,  that  the  Pmdobaptifts  plead  for  theCor 
tinuance  of  Circumcifion  and  other  typical  Rites  of  th 
Old-Teftament,  fince  the  Coming  and  Death  of  Chrift 
To  wThat  Purpofe  then  is  this  confufed  Ramble  of  Talk 
It  feems  to  have  no  other  Aim  orTendency,than  todai 
ken  and  hide  the  Truth, both  from  himfelf  and  his  Re: 
der,  or  to  fhift  the  mainQueftion  where  it  pinches.  W 
do  not  charge  the  Antipaedobaptifts  with  diminifhing,c 
annulling  the  Privilege  of  Infants  which  they  had  unde 
the  Old-Teftament, by  not  retaining  Circumcifion, or  nc 
circumcifing  their  Children  •,  but  by  depriving  them  ( 
their  Covenant- Privilege,  and  of  the  infticutedSeal  of  tl 
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New-Teftament,  which  anfwers  to  Circumcifion,  as  it 
was  a  Token  of  the  Covenant,  which  was  thereby  feal’d 
to  the  Infant- Seed  of  the  Church  under  the  Oid-Tefta- 
rnent.  Nor  do  we  Demand  of  them  how,  why, or  when, 
was  Circumcifion  abolifhed,&  the  Chiidren  of  theChurch 
delivered  from  that  burdenfom  painful  Rite  :  We  know 
very  well, that  this  was  done  at  theDeath  or  Chrift,  which 
fulfilled  &  put  anEnd  to  all  the  bloodyRites  of  the  Law* 
which  pre-figureda  Redeemer  to  come  &  fined  hisBlood. 
But  we  demand  of  them,  how,  why,  and  when,  were  the 
Children  of  God’s  People  cut  off  from  their  Share  in  his 
Covenant,  and  from  the  Privilege  of  having  it  fealed  to 
them  which  they  once  enjoyed  ?  And  -this  they  cannot 
Anfwer. 

Wherefore,  to  clear  die  Truth  from  the  Darknefs  and 
Mift  of  Error, which  he  has  involv’d  it  in,  we  muff  diftin- 
guifh  of  th  t  general  &  particular  Nature  of  Circumcifion, 
as  of  all  other  Sacraments  If  w°e  confider  it  in  its  parti* 
cular  Nature^  as  it  confifts  in  the  cutting  of  the  Flefh* 
caufing  fome  Effufion  of  Blood,  proper  to  that  typical 
Diipenfation,  ’tis  granted,  that  “  it  was  a  Yoke  of  Bon- 
“  dage,  and  an  unfupportable  One.  Adi.  15.  10.  And 
5tis  acknowledg’d  to  be  a  rich  Mercy  and  Privilege  to 
the  Chriftian  Church, to  be  delivered  from  it, and  tohave 
the  more  eafy  and  gentle  Rite  of  Baptifm  inftituted  in 
its  Room.  But  confidering  it  in  its  general  Nature,  as 
an  inftituted  Token  and  Seal  of  the  Covenant,  which 
marks  out  a  diftinguifhed  People, intitled  to  peculiarPri- 
vileges  under  the  Difpenfations  of  divineProvidence  and 
Grace*,  fo  it  was  a  very  rich  and  valuable  Privilege  of 
the  Church  of  the  Old-Teftament,  and  as  fuch  it  was 
efteem’d  by  the  Apoftle  PW,when  he  puts  theQueftion* 
What  Profit  is  there  of  Circumcifion ,  to  the  Jews  ?  Rom. 
3*i*  HeAnfwers,  f,  2.  Much  every  Way  *,  chiefly  becaufe 
that  unto  them  were  committed  the  Oracles  of  God,  Which 
divine  Oracles  compriz’d  thofe  excellent  Prerogatives 
which  he  mentions  as  pertaining  to  the  Jews  ^  Ch.  11.4. 
viz.  The  Adoption ,  and  the  Glory 3  and  the  Covenants ,  and 
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the  giving  pf  the  Law ,  and  the  Service  of  Cod ,  and  the 
1  rcmifes.  And  being  confider’d  as  inch  a  Privilege, the 
Children, of  tne  New-Teftament  Church  were  not  cut 
oil  irom  it  by  the  Death  oi  Chrift  ;  fince  he  immediately 
thereupon  inftituted  hisNew-Teftament-Seal  of  Baptifm, 
in  the  Room  of  Circumcifion,  having  the  fame  fpiritual 
Signification  with  that  antiquated  Rite,  and  anfwering 
to  the  fame  Purpofes,  and  therefore,  we  fay,  to  be 
adminiftred  to  the  fame  Subjects.  Wherefore  it  is 
meerly  trifling,  and  evafive,  to  fay.  That  Children  were 
cutoff  from  the  individual  Rite  of  Circumcifion,  when 
Chrift  aboli flfd  that,  &  all  other  legalCeremonies  at  his 
Death  ;  feeing  Chrift  has  not  left  his  New-Teftament 
Church  deftitute  of  an  initiating  Rite,  that  fully  corref- 
ponds  with  that  of  Circumcifion,  in  its  facramental  Ufe 
and  Signification  ;  inRefped:  whereof  it  was  neither  weak 
nor  unprofitable,  but  a  choice  and  excellent  Privilege. 
And  of  this  the  Children  of  Chriftiansare  no  lefs  capa¬ 
ble,  than  the  Jews  Children  were  of  that  ancient  Sacra¬ 
mental  Rite  :  Nor  can  it  be  pretended,  that  the  Infants 
of  Believers  are  by  the  Death  of  Chrift  cut  off  from 
this  Privilege,  but  are  rather  confirm’d  in  it.  See  Eph.z. 
25,  26.  If  Infants  are  any  Part  of  that  Body  of  which 
Chrift  is  the  Head  and  Saviour,  it  is  evident  from  the 
Words  of  the  Apoftle,  that  it  was  the  Defign  of  Chrift’s 
Death  to  fan  hi  if y  and  cleanfe  them  with  the  Wafting  of 
Water.  Tis  added  by  our  Author,  {ibid.)  That  “  as  for 

the  Gofpel-Difpenfation,  that  is  the  more  glorious  for 
ce  Infants  being  left  out  of  its  Church-State, that  is  to  fay, 
cc  For  its  being  not  national  and  carnal  as  before,  but 
“  congregational  and  fpiritual,  for  its  confifting  not  of 
<c  Infants  withoutXJnderftanding,but  of  rational  &  fpiri- 
“  tual  Men,  of  Believers  in  Chrift,  and  Profefiors  of  his 
“  Name  •,  and  thefe  not  in  a  fingle  or  fmall  Country,  as 

Judea, but  in  all  Paits  of  the  World, ”&c.  Let  me  add 
here  a  few  Remarks,  on  thefe  bold  andconfidentExpref- 
fions. 

(1.)  What  dees  it  fignify,  but  to  divert  the  Mind  of 
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the  Reader  from  the  main  Thins;  that  ought  to  be  in 
•A  iew,  to  tell  him  of  the  Advantages  and  Excellencies 
of  the  Gofpel-Difpenfation  in  other  RefpeCts,  while  in 
’the  parricularCafe  of  Infants,  which  is  the  principal  Thing 
imderConfidera:ion,noAdvantagesat  all  are  allow’d  ?  And 
not  only  fo, but  they  areaccounted  as  fecluded  bytheGofpel 
from  the  Advantages  they  enjoyed  under  the  formerDif- 
penfation,  in  being  admitted ‘into  the  Jewiffi  Church  by 
Circumcifion  ;  and  in  this  Refpeft,  at  ieaff,  the  Gofpel  is 
made  a  lefs  glorious  Difpenfation  :  which  is  the  main 
Charge  our  Adverfaries  are  concerned  to  acquit  them¬ 
selves  from.  That  the  Gofpel  is  a  more  Spiritual  Difpen¬ 
fation  of  greater  Clearnefs,  Efficacy  and  Extent,  both  to 
Jews  and  Gentiles,  is  confefs’d  by  the  Paedobaptifts,  and 
improv’d  to  aggravate  the  Abfurdity  of  their  Adverfaries 
Opinion,  which  curtails  and  diminiffies  the  Privileges  of 
Infants  under  theGofpel;  when  it  is  granted,  that  the  E- 
vangelical  Difpenfation  is  on  all  other  Accounts  more 
glorious,  particularly  in  Regard  to  its  Extent  and  Com- 
prehenfivenefs. 

(2.)  How  unreasonably  is  it  affirmed/hat  the  Gofpel- 
Difpenfation  is  the  more  glorious  for  Infants  being  left 
out  of  its  Church-State  ?  Is  it  then  a  Blemiffi  or  Im¬ 
perfection  of  any  Church-State, that  Infants  are  admitted 
into  it  ?  Was  it  no  Part  of  the  Glory  of  God's  Grace 
and  Condefcenfion  to  Ifrael ,  that  he  was  pleafed  to  take 
their  Infant- Children  into  Covenant  with  himfelf, to  pro- 
mife  to  be  the  God  of  their  Seed,  and  to  appoint  the 
Mark  of  his  Covenant  to  be  fet  upon  them  ?  Or  is  there 
one  Syllable  in  Scripture,that  intimates  that  former  Dif¬ 
penfation  to  be,  for  this  Reafon,  the  lefs  glorious  ?  Our 
Author  el fewhere  grants,  that  Infants,  dying  in  Infancy, 
are  capable  of  Salvation  by  Chnft,and  are  introdu^d  by 
him  into  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  :  P.  70.  But  may  he 
not  with  equal  Modefty  &  Juftice  affirm, that  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Heaven  will  be  the  more  glorious  for  having  In¬ 
fants  excluded  thence  ?  For  though  the  Capacities  of  In¬ 
fants  are  Oppos’d  to  be  enlarg’d  and  advanc’d,  in  their 
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Admiffion  into  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven, yet  theDifpen- 
iation  oi  the  Kingdom  of  Grace  is  Chrift’s  preparative 
Inifitution  for  all  that  fhall  in  the  revealed  Method  of 
God  s  Grace  be  admitted  into  the  Kingdom  of  Glory. 
And  a  Man  that  allows  Infants  to  be  Heirs  of  the  King¬ 
dom  ol  Heaven,  cannot  without  a  manireft  Inconfiftency 
deny  them  to  be  Swbjeds  of  the  Kingdom  of  Grace,  or 
Members  of  the  Chriftian  Church.  Why  then  fhould  the 
Reception  oi  Infants  into  theGolpel-Church  be  any  more 
a  leffeningof  its  Glory,  than  their  Admiffion  to  Heaven, 
a  diminifhing  of  theGlory  of  the  heavenly  State  ?  But, 
(3*)  Let  us  fee  wherein  he  places  the  greater  Glory  of 
the  Gofpel  Church.  (1.)  In  its  being  (he  fays)  c;  not 
“  National, bucCongregational.”  But  how  does  it  appear 
that  theGoipel  Church  is  the  more  glorious  for  its  being 
Congregational  and  not  National  ?  The  Covenant  of 
Peculiarity  fas  it  is  called )  and  the  Laws  &  Ordinances 
whereby  the  Jews  were  diftinguifhed  and  feparated  from 
utherNations,did  not  fo  properly  conftitute  them  aChurch 
as  make  them  the  only  Church  God  had  in  the  World. 
And  the  greaterExcelkncy  of  theGofpel-Church  confifts 
not  fo  much  in  its  being  Congregational  (for  may  not  a 
whole..  Nation  confiitof  many  Chriftian  Congregations, 
and  in  thatRefpedt  become  a  national  Church?)  as  in  its 
being  Cathoiick,  or  diffus’d  among  all  Nations.  So  that 
under  the  Gofpel  a  whole  Nation,  yea  and  many  Nations 
embracing  the  Chriftian  Faith  may  become  the  Church 
orChurches  of  Chrift,comprehendingParents  &  Children. 
( 2 )  In  its  being  “not  carnal  but  fpiritual.”  Anf  That 
the  Ordinances  of  the  Old-Teftament-Church  are  called 
carnal,,  confiding  of  a  Multiplicity  of  corporal  Rites,  is 
well  eno’ known  :  buuhat  ever  thatChurch  was  lo  called, 
I  nev<§:  knew  before.  Were  the  holy  Patriarchs  &  Pro¬ 
phets,  and  all  the  pious  Ifraelites  the  Members  of  that 
Church  carnal  &  not  fpiritual  ?  Or  if  there  were  Abun¬ 
dance  of  carnal  People  m  the  vifibleChurch  of  the  jews, 
is  not  the  fame  too  plainly  verified  of  the  Chriftian  visi¬ 
ble  Church  ?  Or  if  he  means  this  DiftinCtion,  of  thefe- 
,  veral 
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veral  Difpenfations,  that  theEvangeiical  is  more  fpiritifal 
in  its  Ordinances  and  Way  of  Worfhip  than  the  legal, 
this  has  been  allowed  before,  and  kis  nothing  to  his  Pur- 
pofe.  (3.)  The  Gofpel- Church  is  more  glorious  (he  fays) 
“  For  its  confiding  not  of  Infants  without  Underftand- 
cc  ing,  but  of  rational  &  fpiritual  Men,  of  Believers  in 
“  Ohrid,  &c”  This  is  the  only  Thing  to  his  Purpofe, 
if  he  could  make  it  good,  that  rational  and  fpiritual  Men 
only  (exclufive  of  Infants)  are  theMembers  of  theGofpel- 
Church  ;  and  that  on  thisAccount  there  is  a  greaterEx- 
cellency  &  Glory  in  it.  I  confefs,  if  Men  fet  their  Fancies 
to  work,  they  may  fhape  out  a  glorious  Church,  confid¬ 
ing  only  of  rational  and  fpiritual  Men  ,  and  if  fuch  a 
Church  be  no  where  to  be  found,  but  fubfids  only  in 
Imagination,  yet  the  Idea  is  pleafing.  Sol  perceive*, Dr. 
Gill  is  for  having  a  Church  fomething  like,  lot  confiding 
of  poor  filly  Babes,  or  Children  without  Underftanding* 
or  not  receiving  fuch  into  itsBofom  ;  but  a  Church  made 
up  only  of  underdanding  rationalMen  :  And  it  had  been 
more  excellent  dill  in  that  Regard,  if  he  had  made  it  to 
confiu  only  of  aCollege  0!  Do6lors,&  learnedMen,  or  of 
the  politer  Fart  of  Mankind,  exclufive  of  the  ignorant, 
raw,  illiterate  V  ulgar.  But  our  wife  &  merciful  Saviour 
knew  better  what  Choice  to  make  of  the  Materials,  of 
which  he  defign’d  to  compofe  his  Gofpel-Church,  than 
any  of  our  Antipaedobaptifts  could  dired  ‘him  •,  and  his 
Grace  has  often  prefer’d  Babes  fin  Underftanding  and  in 
Age  too  before  the  wife  and  prudent  —  The  great  and 


compafiionate  Shepherd  Owns  the  Lambs  of  his  t'iock  as 
belonging  to  his  Charge,  no  lefs  than  the  Sheep ,  Job.  21. 
15,  16.  and  is  tenderry  aftefied  towards  them  And  on 
feveral  Occafions  recorded  in  the  Gofpel,  we  find  him 
ihewing  his  Condefcenfion  and  Favour  to  Infants  &  little 
Children,  by  taking  fuch  into  his  Arms  &  bleffing  them, 
and  has  very  plainly  fignified  his  Will  that  cheffhculd 
be  acknowledg’d  &  receiv’d  as  theMembers  of  hisChurch 
under  the  Golpel-Difpenfation,  fo  far  as  their  infantile 
State  and  Capacity  will  admit,  when  he  declared  drat  of 
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Juth  is  the  kingdom  of  God .  Gf  which  more  fully  hereafter. 
Buc  how  can  ad  this  confift  .with  his  excluding  them  from 
his  Gofpel  Church  ?  Does  it  not  rather  fpeak  the  direct 
contrary  f  I  here  is  much  of  the  Glory  of  God’s  Grace 
and  Companion  towards  the  apoftate  Race  of  Men  in 
receiving  little  Children  whh  their  confederate  Parents 
Into  his  Church  and  Covenant.  Though  Men  are  apt 
to  defpife  them  as  having  but  little  Worth  or  Excellen¬ 
cy  in  them,  yet  God  who  is  mighty  and  defpifeth  not  any , 
has  undeniably  extended  this  Favour  to  them  in  his  for¬ 
mer  Trania&ions  with  his  People*,  and  their  Meannefs 
and  Weaknefs  does  but  ferve  the  more  to  illuftrate  and 
magnify  his  fovereign  rich  Grace  in  its  Dilpenfation  to 
them  ^  and  Chrift,jhe  Minifterof  his  Father’s  Grace,has 
receiv’d  them, and  willed  us  to  receive  them  in  hisName, 
as  has  been  obferv’d.  Has  our  Author  never  read ,  Out 
of  theMouth  of  Babes  &  Sucklings  thou  haft  perfecfedPraife  ? 
Matth,  21.  1 6.  But  the  Glory  of  Gofpel-Grace  in  this 
Xnftance  had  been  obfeured  and  loft,  if  Children  who  for¬ 
merly  ifhared  in  the  Covenant  &  Seal,  were  now  cut  off 
from  both  :  So  far  is  it  from  being  true,  that  the  Gofpel 
Is  a  more  glorious  Dilpenfation  for  leaving  out  Infants . 
Our  Author  goes  on,  P.  63.  “  As  for  Infants,  their 
Cafe  is  as  good,  and  theirPrivileges  as  many,&  better 
than  under  the  legal  Difperrfation.”  But  how  can  this 
poffibly  be, if  they  be  ihut  out, and  left  out  of  theGofpel- 
Difpenlation  of  die  Covenant  ?  God’s  Covenant  &  Pro- 
mile  to  the  Seed  of  his  ancient  People  to  he  their  God , 
left  Hope  cf  their  eternal  Salvation  when  they  died  in 
Infancy  \  but  in  this  Cafe  their  Condition  is  deplorable 
under  the  Gofpel,  if  they  be  cut  off  from  the  Covenant- 
Mercies  of  God  ^  fince  there  remains  noGround  of  Hope 
in  divine  Revelation  of  their  well  being  in  a  futureState. 
He  proceeds  to  fay, with  as  muchAffurance,as  if  he  were 
privy  to  die  fecret  Counfels  of  Heaven, that  “  Their  Sal- 
“  vation  \%  not  at  all  affected — through  Want  of  Bap- 
tifm  to  fucceed  Circumcifion.”  That  is,  their  being 
baptized,  or  not-baptized,  doespiot  help  or  hinder  their 
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Salvation.  But  what  Revelation  has  Dr.  Gill  for  thi#  ? 
.Surely  none  in  theW ord  ot  God, it  the  Infants  of  Believers 
be  cut  off  from  the  Covenant  &  Seal  under  the  Gofpel : 
and  therefore  there  is  noSafety  in  relying  on  his  confident 
Afiertion.  For,being  out  of  Covenant, they  muff  be  with¬ 
out  Chritt ,  and  without  Hope ,  by  the  Teftimony  of  the 
Apoftle.  Eph.  2.  12.  I  hope.  Dr.  Gill  does  not  expefl: 
the  Salvation  of  Infants  otherwife  than  by  the  Grace  of 
God  through  the  Merit  of  Chrift’s  Blood  ;  and  not  as  a 
natural  Right  belonging  to  them,  as  they  are  of  che  hu- 
manSpecies  :  therefore  he  muff  acknowledge,  that  it  be¬ 
longs  to  God  as  the  free  fovereign  Difpenfer  of  his  own 
Grace,  to  appoint  theTerms  &  Means  of  itsDifpenfation. 
And  fince  Baptifm  is  Chrift’s  Inftitution  and  Means  of 
Salvation,  which  Inf  ants  are  capable  of  (as  has  been  pro  v’d) 
it  is  high  Prefumption  in  any  Man  to  periuade  himfelf, 
or  others,  that  their  Well-being  is  not  at  all  afteded  by 
the  W ant  of  it,  efpecially  through  their  Parent’s  Neglect. 
This  is  to  abufe  Grace,  by  making  it  a  Pretence  for  the 
Negleft  of  che  Means  of  Grace.  It  is  as  if  aParent  fhould 
argue  at  this  Rate  againft  praying  for  his  fick  and  dying 
Child, That  its  Salvation  is  not  at  all  affefted  by  my  pray¬ 
ing, or  not  praying  for  it.  Whatever  God’s  Mercies  may 
be  (which  are  not  revealed)  towards  the  Soul  of  an  In - 
fant  departing  this  Life,  without  Prayer,  or  baptifma! 
Dedication  to  God  ;  yet  fuch  an  irreligious  Parent,  for 
his  Parr,  can  have  no  comfortable  well  grounded  Hone 
of  its  Salvation.  What  he  adds,  of  the  greater  P  rivilege 
of  Infants  in  “  having  a  ChriftianEducation,  and  theAd- 
“  vantage  of  hearing  theGofpei,  as  they  grow  up,”  does 
not  mend  the  Matter  i  for  befides  that  if  Death  feize 
them  before  they  are  grown  up  to  aCapacity  for  Inftruc- 
tion,  their  State  is  as  bad  as  the  Children  of  the  uncove¬ 
nanted  Pagans  ;  Befides  this  I  fay,  when  grown  up  they 
are  no  more  under  a  Promife  of  the  Difpenfation  and  In¬ 
fluence  of  the  Spirit,  (as  the  Children  of  the  Covenant 
are,  Ijai.  59.  21.)  than  many  Heathens  who  may  have 
the  Oppoi  t  u  n  1  c  \  and  Advantage  of  hearing  the  Gofpel 
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preached.  I'rom  the  whole  therefore  it  appears,  that 
notwithftanding  all  our  Author  has  faid  to  filence  the 
clamorous  Out-cry ,  (as  he  terms  it)  there  remains  (hill  as 
much  Reafon  for  it  as  ever,  in  charging  our  Adverfaries 
(while  they  deny  and  renounce  the  Intereft  of  Believers 
Children  in  the  Covenant,  and  their  Title  to  the  New- 
Teftament-Seal)  with  contracting  and  diminilhing  the 
1  rivileges  of  the  Oolpcl,  and  rendring  it  a  lefs  glorious 
Difpenfarion,  with  Refpeat  to  Infants,  than  the  former. 

And  fo  I  lhall  proceed  to  his  next  Chapter. _ 


Chap.  V. 


The  feveral  Texts  in  the  New- 'Tejl ament, 
ailed  g’d  as  confirming  Evidences  of  the 
Divine  Right  of  htfant-Baptifmflufaz.-- 
tedj  and  vindicated. 


main  Argument  for  the  divine  Right  of  In- 
1 'll  fant-Baptifni  from  the  Covenant-Interefl  of  the 
Children  of  the  Faithful  under  the  Evangelical 
Difpenlation, having  been  largely  and  fully  clear¬ 
ed  up,  confirmed,  &  vindicated,  in  the  preceedingChap- 
ter,  there  remain  divers  Texts  of  the  New-Teftamenr, 
which  are  properly,  and  pertinently  brought  in  as  con¬ 
firming  Evidences  of  this  divineRight  •,  and,as  fuch,  im¬ 
prov'd  in  the  Dialogue,  which  are  objeded  againft  byDr. 
Gill.  It  is  therefore  the  Bufinefs  of  this  Chapter  to  vin¬ 
dicate  thofe  Paflages  from  his  Exceptions  :  And  I  ihail 
make  no  long  Bufinefs  of  it,  having  already  cited,  ex¬ 
plain’d,  &  apply’d  the  mod  of  them  for  theConfirmaticn 
of  the  main  Argument  infilled  on  in  the  foregoingChap- 
ter.  A. SI  therefore  that  I  here  propofe  to  do,  is  to  clear 
up.  the  Force  of  our  Argument  for  the  Right  of  Infant- 
'  Baptifm, 
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Baptifm,  from  thofe  feveral  Texts,  by  affigning  their  ge¬ 
nuine  Meaning,  and  to  make  Reply  to  the  Objeftions 
which  Dr.  Gill  has  thrown  together  in  this  Chapter. 

I.  The  firft  is  that  notedText  in  Aft. 2. 3 8,39.  Repent 
and  be  baptized  every  one  of  you  in  the  Name  of  JefusChriJl, 
for  the  Remiffion  of  Sins,  and  ye  fhall  receive  the  Gift  of  the 
Holy  Ghofl.  For  the  Promife  is  unto  you  and  to  your  Chil¬ 
dren,  and  to  all  that  are  afar  off ,  even  as  many  as  theJLord 
ourGod  fhall  call.  ThisFaffage  was  before  noted  to  con¬ 
tain  an  implicit,  if  not  exprefs.  Command  for  baptizing, 
the  Infant  Children  of  Chriftians.  We  may  obferve  in 
it, Firft,  TheCommand  orExhortation  propounded, ^.3 8. 
Repent  a?id  be  baptized  in  the  Name  of  Jefus  Chrift ,  &c. 
Secondly ,  The  Argument  and  Obligation  to  aCompliance 
with  this  Command,  contain’d  in  f.  39.  For  the  Promife 
is  unto  you  and  to  your  Children  &c.  And  hence  the  Ar¬ 
gument  is  very  clear  and  ftrong,  that  thofe  to  whom  the 
Keaton  of  the  Duty  orMotive  to  it  extends, are  warranted 
and  obliged  to  comply  with  the  Duty  commanded  and 
exhorted  to  :  But  the  Reafon  of  theDuty  extends  to  Pa¬ 
rents  and  theirChildren.  Fhe  Promife  is  unto  you  ft?  to  your 
Children.  AndbothParents  ScChildren  beingincluded  in 

theArgument&Obligation,i  tundeniably  follows,  they  muft 

both  beunderftood  as  included  in  the  Command, or  in  the 
Duty  recommended  &  enjoin’d, Repent  C?  be  baptized  \  fo 
f  ar  as  they  are  refpeftively  capable  of  it.  It  is  not  only 
a  flu  tea, that  God  s  Promife  or  Covenant  belongs  to  them 
and  theirChildren  \  whichalonehad  been  fuffxient  to  give 
them  and  their  Children  (upon  t-heParents  embracing  the 
baith  of  Chrht)  a  Right  and  1  itle  to  Baptifm, the  New- 
I  e (lament  X  oken  and  Seal  of  the  Promife ,  but  this  is  al- 
Icdg  cl  &  impiov  d  as  a  Reafon  cc Motive  to  engage  them 
and  their  Children  to  come  under  the  ChriftianbTfpenfa- 
tionT,  by  being  baptized  in  the  Name  of  Jefus  Chrift, that 
they  might  partake  of  the  B Idlings  of  the  Promife,  Re- 
million  of  Sins,  and  the  Gift  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  Here 
is  a  Command  for  Baptifm  annexed  to  the  Covenant  un¬ 
der  the  Goipel  Difpenfation.  Thus  the  Apoftle  was  di¬ 
rected 
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reeled  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  the  very  Beginning  of  the 
New-1  eftament- Adminiftration,  to  determine  a  Point, 
which  is  yet  fo  much  controverted  (for  want  of  an  un¬ 
prejudiced  Attention  to  the  Senfe  &Scope  of  hisWordsJ 
viz.  Whether  the  Covenant  and  Seal  of  it  fhould  be  as 
extenfive  under  the  New-Teftament,  as  they  were  under 
the  Old,  that  is,  to  Parents  and  their  Children.  And  as 
I  have  fhewed,  that  the  Promife  here  referred  to 
can  be  underftood  of  no  other  than  that  eminent 
Promife  to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  :  So  we  may  ob- 
ferve  much  of  a  Parallel  between  God’s  firffc  Inftitution 
of  his  Covenant  and  Token  of  it  with  Abraham, and  thefe 
Words  of  the  Apoftle  in  the  firft  Adminiftration  of  the 
New-Teftament- Token  of  the  Covenant  after  ourLord’s 
Death  and  Refurrection.  For  (i.)  As  then,  God’s  Pro¬ 
mife  to  Abraham  was, to  be  a  God  to  him  and  to  hisSeed  ; 
fonow,  the  Promife ,  faith  the  Apoftle,  is  unto  you  and  to 
your  Children,  (2.)  As  then,  God  appointed  the  Token 
of  his  Covenant  to  be  of  equal  Extent  with  his  Promife 
to  Abraham  and  his  Seed  *,  and  for  this  Reafon,  becaufe 
his  Covenant  belong’d  to  them,  therefore  the  Token  or 
Sign  of  it  muft  be  fet  upon  them  inCircumcifion.G^.  17. 
9,10.  So  here,  for  the  fame  Reafon,  the  Apoftle  urges 
upon  his  Hearers  the  Reception  of  Baptifm,theChriftian 
Circumcifion,  becaufe  the  Promife  belong’d  to  them  and 
their  Children,  which  therefore  gave  their  Children  as 
good  a  Right  *0  Baptifm,  the  initiating  Token  of  the 
Chriftian  Covenant,  as  the  lame  Promile  gave  the  Oid- 
Teftament-Seed  of  Abraham  to  Circumcifion,  theToken 
of  the  Abrahamitical.  (3.)  -As  t^en>  God  ordained  the 
Token  of  his  Covenant  to  be  applied  to  the  Sons  of  the 
Stranger,that  were  not  ob Abraham  , w ho  fhould  come 

into  his  Family  &Covenant,  Gen.  17.12,13.  So  here,  the 
Apoftle notonlyafcertains  thisPrivilege  to  the  Jews&  their 
Children  (the  natural  Seed  of  Abraham )  under  the  Chri¬ 
ftian  Difpenfa  tion,  but  alfo  extends  the  Promife, with  all 
the  Rights, Privileges,  andBieftings  of  it,  to  them  that  are 
afar  off)  when  called  by  the  Gofpel  into  a  vifible  Church-' 

State, 
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State,  that  is,  to  the  Gentiles  who  by  believing  in  Chrift 
become  the  adopted  Seed  of  Abraham ,  and  Fellow-Heirs 
with  the  believing  Jews  oj  the  fame  Promife .  (See  Eph .  2. 
19. &  3,  6.J  From  all  which  it  appears  how  ftrongly  the 
Argument  concludes  from  thefe  Words  of  theApoftle,for 
the  Right  of  Infant-Children  of  Relievers  to  Raptifm. 
And  if  this  Text  had  been  the  dernier  Refort  of  the  Au¬ 
thor  of  theDialague^as  Dr.  Gill  terms  it, it  appears  he  had 
made  a  wileChoiceof  hisDefence,and  that  (for  anyThing 
I  have  yet  feenj  impregnable  againftall  Affaults.  And 
if  it  be  the  Sheet  Anchor  of  the  Caufe  of  the  Paedobaptifts, 
(as  he  calls  it  in  Contempt )  it  ftill  abides  fare,  and  im¬ 
movable,  (as  I  truft,  the  impartial  Reader  will  perceive) 
notwithftanding  the  feeble  Attempts  of  Dr.  Gill  and  his 
Party  to  unfix  it.  In  the  mean  Time, he  is  greatly  mifta- 
ken,  if  he  thinks  it  the  main  or  onlySupport  of  the  Caufe 
of  the  Pasdobaptifts.  I  fhall  make  feme  brief  Remarks 
on  his  Objections,  which  are  indeed  too  trivial  to  require 
an  elaborate  Confutation. 

Firft*  Pie  pretends,  there  is  aContradi&ion  the  Predo- 
baptift  Writers  are  chargable  with, (particularly  theWriter 
of  the  Dialogue)  while,  it  feems,  he  finds  them  afferting, 

ThatPerfons  are  byRaptifm  brought  into  theCovenant 
“  of  Grace  and  at  other  Times,  44  That  an  Intereft 
44  in  the  Covenant  gives  a  Right  to  Raptifm.”  A  Cove- 
nant-Intereft  is  indeed  fuppos’d,  as  previous  to  Baptifm. 
Rut  where  is  the  Contradiction  between  thefe  two  After- 
tions  ?  Has  our  Author  never  known  or  heard  of  a  Con¬ 
tract,  or  Promife  inf  Word,  or  Writing,  giving  a  Perlon 
a  Right  to  Lands  or  Goods,  previous  toSigning,  Sealing 
and  Delivery  of  the  Inftrument  of  Conveyance,  which 
gives  aduai  Pofteffion  ?  Or  is  it  fo  unufual  a  Thing, that 
he  fhould  need  to  be  told,  that  a  Perlon  by  Election  may 
have  a  Right  to  a  certain  Office,  and  an  Intereft  in  the 
Rights  and  Privileges  belonging  to  it, before  he  is  aftually 
inftall  d,  or  by  feme  Ceremony  folemnly  inverted  in  it  ? 
God  s  Covenant  or  Promile  to  the  believing  Parent  to 
be  the  God  of  his  Seed,  gives  his  Child  an  Intereft  in  his 

Covenant* 
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Covenant,  and  this  gives  him  a  Title  and  Claim  to  Bap- 
tifm  as  the  Seal  of  it,  which  is  his  folemn  Inveftiture  in 
his  Covenant  Right,  io  that  here  is  no  Appearance  of  a 
Contradidiion. 

Secondly ,  He  lays,  P.  64.  “  ThePromife  here  obferv’d, 
“  be  it  what  it  will,  is  not  takenNotice  of,  as  what  gives 
“  a  Claim  and  Right  to  Baptifm,  but  as  an  encouraging 
“  Motive  to  Perfons  pricked  in  the  Heart  —  to  repent 
“  and  be  ba  Pc  d,  and  as  giving  them  Hope  of  receiv- 

ing  the  Holy  Ghoft.”  Anf  The  Promife,  as  it  has 
been  explain’d  to  intend  the  main  Handing  Promife  of 
God’s  Covenant,  to  be  a  God  to  believing  Parents  and 
their  Seed,  may  be  well  underftood  both  as  a  Warrant  or 
Ground  of  Claim  to  Baptifm,  and  as  an  encouraging 
Motive  thereunto,  as  the  Means  of  obtaining  Remiffion 
of  Sins,  and  the  Gift  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  which  are  the' 
great  Bieflings  compriz’d  in  thePromife  to  Abraham  •,  as 
1  have  in  the  former  Chapter  fnewed.  Baptifm  here  may 
be  confider’d  both  as  a  Privilege,  (and  it  is  undoubtedly 
a  Privilege  to  have  the  Covenant  feal’d  )  and  a  Duty  in¬ 
cumbent  on  all  that  are  admitted  into  Covenant.  The 
Promife  to  believing  Parents  and  their  Children,  gives 
them  a  Right  or  Claim  to  Baptifm,  in  Behalf  of  their 
Children,  as  it  is  aPrivilege  *,  and  as  it  is  a  Duty,  it  gives 
them  good  and  fufi&cient  Warrant  for  baptizing  them, or 
is  the  Reafon  why  they  ought  to  be  baptized.  What 
Reafon  then  had  our  Author  for  making  luch  an  Oppo¬ 
sition  between  an  encouraging:;  Motive,  and  aWarrancor 
Right  to  Baptifm  ;  as  if  the  one  being  averted, the  other 
muft  be. excluded  ?  Since  there  is  noMannerof  Inconfilt- 
ency  between  them  ;  but  the  Promife  here  may  be  aptly 
interpreted  to  imply  both  the  one  and  the  other.  If  I 
find  in  the  Word  of  God  a  Motive  to  any  Practice  I  am 
concerned  in,  I  may  rightly  conclude,  I  have  a  good 
Warrant  for  it.  1  am  not  lure,  but  charitably  fuppofe, 
that  Dr.  Gill  needed  no  other  encouraging  Motive  to 
embrace  the  Perlwafion  of  the  Antipredcbaptifts,  than 
(  when  he  thought,  however  erroneoufly,  he  had  found  ) 
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fome  Argument  orMotive  in  theWord  of  God  to  induce 
him  to  it.  Every  divine  Motive  to  a  Duty,  either  is,  or 
neceffarily  fuppofes,  a  divine  Warrant  for  the  Obfervance 
of  it.  But  when  he  goes  on  to  obferve,  cc  Repentance 
“  and  Baptifm  were  urged  in  order  to  theEnjoyment  of 
cc  the  Promife,  and  confequently  can  be  underltood  of 
no  other  than  adult  Perfons:’5  I  deny  hisConfequence, 
(i.)  Becaufe  Infants  are  as  capable  of  Baptifm,  and  of 
the  Obligations  &  Benefits  of  it,  as  the  Adult,  though 
not  of  the  Exercife  of  Repentance.  And  though  thisRe- 
pentance  be  requir’d, as  well  as  Baptifm,  in  the  Exhorta¬ 
tion,  and  theAdult  only  are  capable  of  it,  which  our  Ad- 
verfaries  objedt  as  a  Bar  ( they  think  )  to  the  Baptifm  of 
Infants,  becaufe  they  cannot  repent  *,  yet  it  is  to  be  ob- 
ferv’d,  That  as  Repentance  is  coupled  with  Baptifm  in 
the  Command  or  Exhortation,  fo  the  Adult  are  coupled 
with  Infants,  Parents  v/ith  their  Children,  in  the  Argu¬ 
ment  from  the  Promife  ;  and  therefore  the  Duties  ex¬ 
horted  to,  muft  be  accommodated  to  their  rcfpe&ive 
Capacities  ;  and  the  Parents  having  by  Repentance 
and  Faith  in  Jefus,  qualified  themfelves  for  Admiflion 
into  the  Chriftian  Difpenfation,  therr  Infants  being  com¬ 
prehended  with  them  in  theArgument,  had  for  that  Rea- 
ion  an  equal  Right  to,  and  were  capable  of  receiving 
Chriftian  Baptifm.  ( 2.  )  Though  Infants  are  not  imme¬ 
diately  capable  of  Repentance,  in ‘the  explicit  Acts  of  ir, 
as  the  Adult  are,  yet  they  are  capable  of  being  laid  un~ 
der  Obligations  to  Repentance  and  ali  other  Duties  of 
the  evangelical  Covenant  (as  they  grow  up  to  a  Capacity 
tor  fuch  Duties )  by  being  baptiz’d  in  their  Infancy. 

'hirdly.  He  fays, P.65. “TheChildren  herefpoken  of  do 
“  not  defignlnfants,but  thePofterity  of  the  jews,  and  fuch 
who  might  be calledChildren,tho grown  up.~”But  what 
Reaion  or  warrant  has  Dr.G/7/for  excludinglnfantsfroin 
being  the  Pofterity  of  the  Jews  ?  Why  might  not  their 
Infants  be  called  Children  ?  Does  not  this  general  Term 
comprehend  Infants,  as  well  as  Children  of  greater  Ma- 
turicy  ?  1$  there  a  Syllable  in  the  Text,  that  reftrains  the 
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Term  to  grownChildren  ?  But  it  muft  by  no  Means  in¬ 
tend  Infants,  becaufe  that  Senfe  of  the  Term  makes  a- 
gainft  his  Hypothefis ;  in  Maintenance  whereof, it  fcems, 
the Jews  Infants  muft  be  denied  to  be  theirChildren  !  He 
tells  us  indeed  that  “  Dr  .Hammond  and  fome  others, have 
“  given  up  theArgument  hence  forPaxlobaptifrn.”  But 
tho’  Dr.  Hammond  (who  was  a  llrong  Aflerter  of  Paedo- 
baptifmj  laid  lefs  Strefs  on  thisText,  than  on  fome  others 
^particularly  i  Cor.  7.  14.)  which  he  was  more  fond  of, 
as  being  more  agreable  to  the  peculiar  Notions  of  that 
learned  Man  ;  yet  it  is  held  by  the  generality  of  Divines 
and  Commentators  as  a  good  Proof  of  Infant- Baptifm. 
But  if  we  muft  be  held  inSufpenfe  concerning  the  Mean¬ 
ing  of  any  Paffage  of  Scripture,  ’till  all  learned  Criticks 
are  agreed  about  it,  we  muft  defpair  of  finding  out  the 
Senfe  but  of  few  Texts  in  the  Bible.  The  Argument 
from  the  Words  under  Confidefation  is  plain  and  obvious 
to  Men  of  commonCapacity, without  theHelp  of  critical 
Learning.  Pie  adds,  4C  SomeMen,  when  ever  they  meet 
cc  with  the  Word  Children ,  it  immediately  runs  in  their 
Heads, that  Infants  muft  be  meant.”  Thisisfpoken  at 
Random  :  No  Man  (he  knows)  can  have  it  running  in 
his  Head ,  whenever  the  Word  Children  is  ufed,  that  In¬ 
fants  mujl  be  meant ,  becaufe  the  Context  often  plainly 
reftrains  it  to  grown  Children.  But  I  fear  in  good  Ear¬ 
ned,  thefe  Men  muft  have  a  wrong  Turn  given  to  their 
Heads  by  their  prejudicate  Opinions,  who  will  by  no 
Means  allow  Infants  to  be  meant,  whenever  they  meet 
with  the  Term,  Children,  if  it  contradidts  their  beloved 
Scheme,  but  rather  anyThing  elfe  that  a  working  Fancy 
influenc’d  by  Bigotry  can  invent,  Children  inExperience 
and  Knowledge,  Children  grown  up  to  be  Men, whatever 
Violence  be  offer’d  to  the  Text  bv  inch  a  Senfe.  The 
Meaning  of  theWord  Children, in  this  Paflage,is  not  left 
dubious, but  it  is  plainly  determined  by  the  conftantSenfe 
and  Tenor  of  God’s  Covenant  and  Promife,  which  had 
ever  been  to  that  Moment  extended  to  Parents  &  their 
Infant- Children  ;  as  has  been  prgv’d  beyond  Contra¬ 
diction  : 
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di&ion  :  So  that  under  this  generalTerm  Children  their 
Infants  mult  at  leaft  be  included.  ButDr.G///  and  thole 
ot  his  Perfuafion,  by  their  Interpretation  of  this  Text, 
make  the  infpired  Apoftle  to  fpeak  Non  fen  fe,  while  they 
give  the  Senie  thus,  The  Promife  is  to  you  £5?  to  your  Chil~ 
dreny  but  not  to  your  Children,  as  your  Children^  or  as 
they  have  any  natural  Relation  to  you  ;  but  when  they 
fhali  be  grown  up  and  called  by  the  Gofpel,  then  the 
Promife  is  to  them  ;  which  is  no  more  than  might  be  faid 
ol  the  Children  of  the  ./Ethiopian.  One  would  think, 
that  no  Man  who  is  not  blinded  by  Prejudice,  but  mult 
fee, that  theApoftle  {peaks  ot  a  prefentPrivilege  the  Jews 
Children  then  hacj  above  the  uncovenanted  Gentiles,  and 
not  ot  what  they  fhould  have  hereafter,  when  grown  up ; 
for  fo  the  Promife  might  never  belong  to  them,  in  the 
Senfe  of  our  Adverfaries,  if  they  continued  to  rejeft  the 
Call  ot  the  Gofpel,  as  the  Body  of  the  JewifhNation  did  y 
and  this  Interpretation  intirely  deftroys  the  Diftinftion 
which  the  Apoftle  evidently  makes  between  the  Jews 
Children,  and  them  that  were  afar  offy  i.  e.  the  Gentile 
Nations  to  whom  thePromife  fhou’d  belong,  when  call’d 
into  aGofpel-Church-State,and  if  no  more  were  meant  of 
the  Children  of  the  Jews,  what  need  of  the  Diftin&ion 
between  them  and  the  Gentiles  as  yet  uncalled  ?  The 
j\d  Evafionof  the  Anabaptifcs, mentioned  and  refuted  by 
J alvin ,  is  not  more  abfurd,  that  the  Place  is  to  be  inrer** 
3reted  of  their  fpirituaiChildren.*  The  Obfervation  now 
naue  may  f office  to  obviate  his  next  Exception. 
t  Fourthly,  He  fuggefts  (ibid.)  “  That  thePromife  is 
'  fram'd  to  as  many  as  the  Lord  cur  Gcd  fhali  Call  * 

‘  whether  they  be  Jews  or  Gentiles. —  And  therefore 
c  p  '  Srie  ^  ca?  ^urnifh  out  no  Argument  for  Infant- 
-.  bapnfm,  &c.”  Anf.  Common  Senle,and  theRules  of 
grammar  didtate  that  Jimitting  Claufe,  as  many  as  the 

“  ,  our  God  Call,  to  be  underftoad  in  Reference 
nly  to  that  Univerfal,  all  that  are  afar  off-,  i.  e.  all  the 

,cntI  e  ^atI0ns>  which  alone  was  that  in  the  Apoftle’s 

1  o  Words, 
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Words,  which  requir’d  a  Reftriftion.  The  Gentiles  are 
in  Scripture-Language  faid  to  be  afar  oft\  not  fo  much 
in  Rtgard  of  local  Diftance,  as  of  their  State  and  Condi¬ 
tion,  their  Dillance  from  God,  being  out  of  Covenant, 
and  in  Way  of  Contradiflin&ion  from  the  Jews,  who 
were  called  a  People  near  to  God ,  Pf.  148.  14.  And  God 
is  faid  to  be  nigh  unto  them  (  Deut.  4.  7.  )  in  Regard  oi 
the  Covenant-Relation  between  them  and  him.  But  the 
Gentiles,  by  believing  in  Chrift  &  coming  into  his  New- 
Covenant,  were  made  as  nigh  to  God  as  the  Jews,  thro’ 
the  reconciling  Blood  of  Chrift.  Eph.  2.  13.  But  now  in 
Chrift  Jefus ,  ye  who  were  fometimes  ajar  oft\are  made  nigh 
by  the  Blood  of  Chrift .  The  meaning  of  thePhrafe  being 

thus  lettled  to  intend  the  uncircumcifed,  uncovenanted 
Gentiles,  the  Senfeof  the  Apoflle  is  plain  and  obvious, 
viz.  The  Promife  is  unto  you  Jews,  the  natural  Seed  of  A- 
hraham,  and  to  y cur  Children ,  and  to  as  many  of  the  Gen¬ 
tile  Nations,  as  the  Lord  our  God  fhall  call  intoFellowfhip 
with  you  in  a  Gofpel-Church-State.  And  admitting, that 
an  Intereft  in  the  Covenant  gives  a  Right  and  Claim  to 
the  initiating  Token  and  Seal  (which  is  ftrongly  intimat¬ 
ed  in  thefeWords  of  the  Apoftle,  his  whole  ReaP  ning  in 
this  Place  is  grounded  on  the  Suppofition  of  it;  and  it 
has  been  abundantly  proved  already,cnd  cannot  with  any 
•  fair  Pretence  of  Reafon  be  denied)  the  Promife  here  fur- 
ni fhes  out  a  full  and  convi&ive Argument  for  Iniant-Bap* 
tifm.  Fcr  the  Covenant  and  Promife  had  all  along  run 
in  this  Tenor,  to  the  Jews  and  their  Children.  Where- 
Tore  fince  theJewifhChildren  ever  had, till  then,anlnterefl 
in  the.  Covenant  of  their  Parents,  to  fay,  that  their  Chil¬ 
dren  w7ere  cut  oil from  this  Intereft,  by  tl^eir  Parents  be¬ 
lieving  in  Chrift, and  wholly  excluded  from  theCovenant 
under  the  ChriftianDifpenfation,  upon  theirParents  com¬ 
ing  over  into  it,  as  our  Adversaries  pretend,  is  to  make 
the  Apoftle  in  thefe  Words  to  delude  his  Plearers,  while 
he  propoundsMattcr  of  Privilege  to  induce  them  to  come 
over  into  this  Difpenfation  of  Chrift, a»d  fuch  a  Privilege 
us  they  had,  for  the  Subftance,  ever  enjoy’d,  which  tbei 
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Compliance  with  his  Counfel  and  Perfuafion  would  de¬ 
prive  them  of  intirely  with  Refpedl  to  their  Children  : 
And  what  would  this  have  been  lei's  than  a  grofs  Cheat: 
andlmpofture  ? — But  if  this  mud  not  be  laid,  but  that  the 
Apo  (tie  ferioufly  intended  that  theirChildren  fhouidftill 
continue  poffefs’d  of  their  ancient  Bight  and  Privilege 
upon  their  becoming  Chriftians,  and  be  taken  in  with 
them  under  [the  New-Covenant-Difpenfation,  the  Con- 
fequence  is  inconteftable,  that  the  Promife,  as  belonging 
to  their  Children,  gives  them  a  good  Right  and  Claim 
to  Chriflian  Baptifm,  the  initiatingToken  &  Seal  of  this 
New-Covenant.  Nor  is  it  a  Thing  to  be  contefted,  that 
theGentiles  being  call’d  intoFellowlbip  witluhe  believing 
Jews, are  inflated  in  the  fameCovenant-Right  &Privileges: 

Fifthly,  Our  Author  denies  the  Promife  here  to  be 
“  the  Covenant  made  with  Abraham  and  yet  owns,  it 
may  be  “  the  Promife  of  the  Meffiah,”  or  “  thePromife 
of  the  Remiflion  of  Sins,  —  or  of  the  Gift  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft.”  P.  66.  As  if  the  Covenant  and  Promife  of  God 
to  Abraham  did  not  comprize  all  hefePromifes !  I  have 
fully  obviated  this  Objection, by  proving  from  Scripture- 
Evidence,  that  the  Promife  here  intended  by  the  ApoftJe 
can  refer  to  none  elfe  but  the  great  Promife  of  God  to 
Abraham,  in  eftabiifhing  his  Covenant  with  him  and  his 
Seed, which  is  comprehenfive  of  all  the  followingPromifes 
both  of  the  Old-Teftament,  and  the  New.  Yet  after  ail 
if  the  Promife  of  the  Spirit,  in  Joel,  be  intended  in  this 
Railage,  as  fome  contend,  it  would  but  very  little  affed 
our  Argument  from  it  for  theRight  of  Infants  toBaptifm  ; 
fince  it  muft  be  interpreted  according  to  the  Extent  of  ' 
the  original  Promife  to  Abraham ,  which  was  fundamen¬ 
tal  to  the  Jewifh  Church-  State  ;  and  rhe  Promife  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  in  his  ordinary  fanbtifying  Influence  is  fuch 
as  the  Infants  of  the  Church  are  capable  of,  which  has 
been  prov  d,  and  cannot  be  denied  wichout  excluding 
them  from  a  Capacity  of  Salvation.  0 

II.  The  next  Paflage  excepted  againft  by  our  Author 
is  the  AccounttheEvangelift  gives  of  our  Saviour’s  Re- 
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ception  of  little  Children,  that  were  brought  to  him, 
IViatth.  i  9.  14.  Suffer  little  Children  and  forbid  them  nci 
to  come  unto  me ,  for  of  fucb  is  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven ,  Ct 
the  Kingdom  of  Cod.  So  Mark  10.  14.  &  Luk  18.  16, 
Is* ow  thefe  Words  of  our  Saviour,  we  think,  are  a  plain 
D  cifion  of  the  Cafe,  Whether  it  be  agreable  to  hislViind 
that  iittle  Children  (yea  Infants ,  as  Luke  terms  them, 
Chap.  1815  .)  fhould  be  brought  to  him  for  hisBlefhng  l 
And  who  are  moft  acceptable  to  Chrifl,  and  do  a  Thing 
moll  pieafing  to  him/I  hey  that  prefen t  their  Infant- Chip 
dren  to  him  in  his  own  appointed  Way,  or  they  that 
withhold  them  and  forbid  their  being  brought  to  him  l 
Our  Lord  was  much  difpleas’d  with  hisDifciples,who  re¬ 
buked  thofe  that  brought  them,  faith  Mark.  Ch.  10.  14. 
They  thought  it  unworthy  of  their  Mailer  (who  had 
greater  and  higher  Employ  ment)  to  take  Cognizance  ol 
littleChildren  ;  or  that  it  would  Occafion  a  greatDeal  0] 
Trouble  to  him,  if  this  Example  were  followed  ;  or  foi 
whatever  other  Reafons,  not  knowing  his  Pleafure  in  the 
Matter, they  forbad  the  bringing  of  littleChildren  to  him, 
But  now  fince  Chnft  has  declared  his  Will,  Suffer  lit  tit 
Children  and  forbid  them  not ,  &c.  ho w?  much  more  may 
it  juftly  be  thought,  will  he  be  difpleas’d  with  thofe  that 
flill  forbid  them  ?  TheForce  of  ourArgument  hence  toi 
Infant-Baptifm  does  not  he  in  thefe  Things,  either  (1/ 
The  bringing  of  little  Children  or  Infants  to  Chrifl ;  Or 
(2.)  Their  bringing  them  to  him  inOrder  to  be  baptized 
by  him  ;  Gr  (3.)  1  hat  he  baptized  them  :  for  this  is  not 
faid.  The  firft  we  lay  no  great  Strefs  upon.  The  twc 
laft  we  do  not  affirm.  And  yet  the  mainOhjections  of  the 
Antipmdobaptifls  militate  againft  thefe!  hings,  which  dc 
not  enter  into  the  Argument.  But  wx  argue  from  the 
Command  Chrifl  gave  on  this  Occafion  conceining  the 
Infant-Children  or  his  People,  together  with  the  keaion 
of  it. 


LirJ 7,  From  the  Command  given  by  Chrifl  on  this 
Occafion  both  Pofitive  &  Negative.  Suffer  little  Children, 
and  forbid  them  not  to  come  to  me*  i.£..  to  become- ray  Pro- 
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felytes  ( according  to  the  Etymology  of  theGreekWord, 
which  is  compounded  of  thePrepofition  Tjor.ancj  the  Verb 
which  fignify  to  come  to)  tor  in  this  Senfe  coming  to 
Chrift  is  eifewhere  underftood  ;  as  in  the  i'ext  i  hatiUc- 
canon  to  cite  before,  Joh.  3.  26.  'They  came  to  John,  and 
jaid  unto  bint,  tiabbi,  he  that  was  with  thee  beyond  Jordan 
~-baptizetb ,  and  all  Aden  come  to  him ;  i.  e.  become  Fro- 
felytes  to  him,  and  that  by  receiving  Baptifm.  In  the 
fame  Senfe  our  Saviour  requires  littleChildren  &  Infants 
to  come  to  him ,Suffer  them  to  come ,  is  as  much  as  to  fay. 
Admit  them  Proielytes  to  me,  and  forbid  them  not,  do 
nothing  to  hinder  or  difcourage  their  coming  to  me, 
in  any  Way  in  which  they  are  capable  of  Profelytifm. 
Hence  we  aie  taught  ft.)  That  little  Children  are  capa¬ 
ble  of  being  made  Profelytes  toChrift  ;  which  is  the  fame 
Thing  inEffeft  with  being  Difciples  of  Chrift.  And  why 
fhould  they  be  lefs  capable  of  this,  than  the  youngChil- 
dren  of  Strangers  were  of  old  capable  of  beingProTelytes 
to Mofes  ?  What,  can  be  objected  againfl  the  former,  that 
does  not  hold  as  ftrong  againft  the  latter  ?  (2.)  Chrift 
has  moreover  plainly  declared  his  Will,  that  the  In- 
iant-Chiluren  of  hisPeople  fhould  be  admitted  Profelytes 
to  him,  and  folemnly  initiated  into  hisReligion,  and  pre- 
fented  to  him  for  receiving  hisGrace  and  Blefiing.  And 
finceBaptifm  is  his  only  Inifitution  and  appointedMeans 
for  thisPui  pofc,  to  enterPerlons  into  his  Religion  1  there¬ 
fore  this  Command  of  our  Saviour,  that  little  Children 
fhould  be  fuff ered  to  come  to  bim,\s  thofedid  who  became 
his  Profelytes  by  Baptifm, is  a  virtual  Command  for  bap¬ 
tizing  them  :  How  elfe  can  they  be  brought,  or  be  laid 
to  come  to  him  ?  Since  Chrift  is  no  more  bodily  prefenc 
onEarth,but  in  Heaven,  we  muft  either  fay.  This  Com¬ 
mand  ot  Chrift  is  out  ot  Date  fince  his  Afcenfion,  and 
that  no  Regard  is  to  be  paid  to  it  by  Chriftians  •,  which 
is  contrary  to  his  Authority  &  Grace  in  his  New-Tefta- 
ment  •,  or  elfe  admit, that  there  is  fomeWay  ftill  left,  in 
which  little  Children  are  now  capable  of  coming  to  him 
and  in  which  it  is  his  Will  that  the  Infants  of  his  New- 

^  2  Covenant 


34°  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  Y. 

Covenant-People  fhould  be  brought  and  offered  to  him 
for  his  Bleffing.  But  what  other  Way  can  this  be, than 
the  Way  of  hisOrdinances  (in  which  he  is  ftill  fpiritually 
prefent  onEarth)  particularly  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm, 
which  he  has  appointed  for  initiating  Profelytes  to  his 
Religion  ?  And  that  this  is  the  Meaning  and  Defign  of 
this  Command  of  our  Saviour  is  evident, 

Secondly, From  theReafon  added  to  enforce  it, — For  of 
fuch  is  tbeKingdom  of  Heaven,  To  understand  theForce  of 
which  Reafon,  we  need  not  curioufly  inquire,  Whether 
by  tbeKingdom  of  Heaven  is  meant  theKingdom  ofGrace, 
the  Gofpel-  State  of  the  Church,  or  the  Kingdom  of  Glo¬ 
ry,  the  heavenly  State  ;  fince  both  thefe  are  one  and  the 
fame  Kingdom,  under  the  Adminiftration  ofChrift,  the 
liipream  Head  and  King  ;  differing  in  the  Place  of  Re- 
fidence,  the  Kingdom  of  Grace  on  Earth,  and  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Glory  in  Heaven  :  As  the  Diftribution  is  elfe- 
where  made  of  the  whole  Family  of  Chrift  into  thofe  in 
Heaven ,  and  thofe  on  Earth,  Eph.  3.  14,  15.  Of  whom 
the  whole  Family  in  Heaven  and  Earth  is  named .  And  we 
learn  from  the  Author  to  the  Hebrews,  That  both  the 
Kingdom  of  Grace  &  that  of  Glory  make  up  one  facred 
Community  *,  when  he  tells  them, they  were  c^r,inFaith 
and  Fellowfhip  —  to  the  heavenly  Jerufalem,  to  the  innu¬ 
merable  Company  of  \AngeU,  to  the  General  Affembly  and 
Church  of  the  Fuji- born  that  are  written  in  Heaven,and  to 
God  the  fudge  of  all,  and  to  the  Spirits  of  juft  Men  made 
per  fell,  Heb.  12'.  22,  23.  All  the  Difference  lies  in  the 
Degree  of  Perfection  ;  this  Kingdom  in  its  imperfeft 
Beginnings  in  thisWorld,is  called  theKingdom  of  Grace; 
in  Tts  full  Perfection  and  Confummation  hereafter,  the 
Kingdom. of  Glory.  The  Imperfection  of  ChrilPs  vifi- 
ble  Kingdom  of  Grace  in  this  World,  lies  in  two  Things. 
(  .)  In  a*  Mixture  of  carnal  Profeflors  with  fincereSaints. 
(2.)  In  a  Mixture  of  Grace  and  Corruption  in  thole  that 
are  fincere.  But  the  Kingdom  of  Glory  con  fills  ot  cnly 
Saints,  and  thofe  made  perfect.  The  Kingdom  of  Grace 
is  a  preparatory  Introduction  to  theKingdom  or  Glory  ; 
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or  theNurfery  from  whence  theSubjedts  of  the  heavenly 
Kingdom  are  transplanted.  This  divine  and  heaven!/ 
Government  of  theMediator,  called  fo  often  in  theGofpel 
theKingdom  of  God  and  of  Heaven,  being  one  and  the  fame, 
begun  in  this  prefent  State  of  Trial,  and  perfected  in  the 
future  State  of  Reward  and  Happinefs*,  is  fometimes  to 
be  underftood  more  eminently  of  the  Kingdom  of  Grace 
in  this  World,  fometimes  more  eminently  of  the  future 
Kingdom  of  Glory.  Hence  it  follows  (i)That  theKingdom 
of  Grace  being  a  State  of  preparatory  Discipline  ior  the 
heavenly  Kingdom,  but  differing  from  it  with  Regard  to 
its  Imperfection,  though  all  the  vifible  Subjects  of  this 
Kingdom  of  Grace  fhall  not  inherit  the  Kingdom  of 
Glory,  but  many  fhall  be  excluded  through  a  Defedt  of 
the  neceffary  Qualifications ;  yet  all  thofe  of  whofeTitle 
to  the  heavenly  Kingdom  there  is  good  Evidence,  are 
undoubtedly  the  Subjects  of  the  Kingdom  of  Grace. (2.) 
If  the  littleChildren  of  Believers  are  fuch  as  belong  tothe 
Kingdom  of  God,  then  they  are  capable  of  Regeneration 
by  the  Spirit,  and  of  the  outward  Sign  and  Seal  of  the 
New  Birth,  which  is  Baptifm  with  Water  •,  for  without 
this  Regeneration  there  is  no  Entrance,  for  any  that  are 
born  of  a  corrupt  Stock,  into  the  Kingdom  of  God  •,  by 
the  Teftimony  of  ourSaviour,  Joh.  3.  5,  6.  Except  a  Man 
be  born  of  Water  and  of  the  Spirit ,  he  cannot  enter  into  the 
Kingdom  of  God .  That  which  is  born  of  the F left,  isFlejh,&ccm 
This  quite  takes  off  all  the  Objections  of  the  Antipasdo- 
baptifts  from  Infants  Incapacity, either  of  the  Thing  fig- 
nified  in  Baptifm,  or  of  the  outward  Sign  :  Yea,  and 
moreover  fhews  the  Necefiity  of  Baptifm  of  fuch  Infants, 
as  Chrift’s  ordinary  appointed  Means  of  Salvation.  And 
(3.)  Hence  thefeWords  of  ourSaviour, Of  fuch  is  theKing¬ 
dom  of  Heaven, art  a  ftrongAflertionoftheChurch  Member- 
fhip  of  thelnfants  of  Believers  under  theGofpel  •,  whether 
we  underhand  by  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  the  Kingi  m 
of  Grace,  or  of  Glory.  If  the  former,  his  Words  are  an 
exprefs  and  diredt  Declaration  of  his  owning  fuch  Chil¬ 
dren,  as  the  Subjects  of  his  Kingdom  in  this  World,  or 
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(which  is  the  fame)  Members  of  his  Gofpel  Church.  If 
the  latter,  if  his  Words  be  underflood  to  afiert  their  Ti¬ 
tle  to  the  Kingdom  of  Glory,  it  follows  by  undeniable 
Evidence,  according  to  thePurportof  the  foregoingRea- 
foning,  that  they  are  to  be  acknowledg’d  and  accounted 
Members  of  the  Kingdom  of  Grace  -5  for  there  can  be  no 
furtr  Demon  itradon  of  a  Perfon’s  Intereft  in  the  Rights 
and  privileges  of  the  Kingdom  of  Grace,  or  of  his  being 
conilituted  a  Member  of  the  Gofpel  Church,  than  the 
Evidence  of  his  Title  to  Glory.  And  if  thefe  Words  of 
our  Saviour  afford  fucii  an  Evidence  on  the  Behalf  of  the 
Infant-Children  of  Believers,  furely  he  would  have  them 
owned  as  the  Subjects  of  his  Kingdom  in  this  World,  or 
the  Members  of  his  vifible  Church  :  and  then  who  {hall 
dare  to  deny  them  the  Badge  of  their  Subjedtion  to  him, 
or  deprive  them  of  the  vifible  Sign  and  Seal  of  their 
Church-Memberfhip  ?  For  all  the  Members  of  the  vifi¬ 
ble  Church  are,  by  the  Appointment  of  Chrifl,  to  be  fo- 
lemnly  initiated  by  Baptifm.  So  that  tho’  our  Saviour 
does  not  in  this  Paffige  fpeak  a  Word  of  the  Baptifm  of 
Infants,  yet  he  has  very  clearly  laid  down  theRealons  and 
Grounds  of  their  Baptifm,  and  has  implicitly  command¬ 
ed  them  to  be  brought  and.prefented  to  him  by  that  de¬ 
dicating  Ordinance,  when  it  fhould  be  fettled  as  the  or¬ 
dinary  folemn  Rite  of  Aclmiffion  into  hisGofpel-Church, 
as  it  was  after  hisRefurredtion.  Therefore  this  Paffage, 
among  many  others,  affords  a  good  Warrant  for  Infant- 
Baptiim.  Ail  Dr.  CzV/’sExceptions  to  this  Evidence  are 
impertinent,  and  prove  nothing,  to  the  Prejudice  of  the 
main  Argument  hence. 

(i.)  1'he  firft Thing  he  has  to  fay,  is,  P.  66.  “  Thefe 

little  Children  don’t  appear  to  be  new-born  Babes.” 
j4nf  But  Luke  fays, they  were  Infants,  that  were  brought 
unto  him,  Luk .  18.  15.  The’  the  other  Evangehfts_  ule 
the  Word  Paidia ,  of  a  more  large  Signification,  1  or  little 
Children ,  which  may  be  applied  to  fuch  as  do  femewhat 
exceed  theAge  of  Iniancy,  as  well  as  proper  Infants  *,  yec 
the  Word  Breplse,  ufed  by  L.uke ,  pins  down  the  Signifi- 
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cation  of  the  Term  to  thofe  of  the  Infant-Age,  and  pro¬ 
perly  fignifies  an  Infant  or  new-born  Babe,  And  io  it  is 
rendered,  i  Pet.  2.  2.  Mr.  Leigh  faith  (  (ritica  Sacra  ) 
“•  The  Word  fignifieth  Sucking-Babes,  which  they  car- 
tc  ried  in  theirArms/5  Therefore,  there  are  none  of  the 
Texts,  quoted  by  Dr.  67//, at  all  pertinent  to  his  Purpofe, 
but  one  which  hath  the  Word,  rendred  In] ants  in  Luke, 
which  is  2  Tim.  3  15.  where  Paul  faith  of  Timothy ,  that 
from  a  Child  (or  Infant )  he  knew  the  Holy  Scriptures.  But 
even  this  is  nothing  to  his  Purpofe  :  For  theApoftle  does 
not  fay, that  actually  while  a  Child  (or  when  an  Infant J  he 
knew  the  Holy  Scriptures  *,  but  from  a  Child ,  (or  from  his 
Infant-Age  )  as  foon  as  he  was  capable  of  knowing  any 
Thing,  he  knew  the  Holy  Scriptures,  being  inftrudted 
therein  by  theCare  of  his  piousMother  and  Grandmother. 
fChap.i.5.)Nor  doesChrifPs  calling  them  to  him, “prove 
“  that  they  were  able  to  go  alone.55  For  he  may  pro¬ 
perly  be  laid  to  call  them  unto  him, when  he  called  thofe 
that  brought  them.  Luk.  18.  15,  16.  They  brought  unto 
him  Infants*  that  he  would  touch  them  :  but  when  his  Dtf- 
ciples  Jaw  it, they  rebuked  them.  But  Jefus  called  them  unto 
him.  Whom  the  Difciples  rebuked,  Jefus  called  :  and 
in  calling  them  unto  him,  he  called  their  Infants  which 
they  bro’t  in  their  Arms.  And  what  is  faid  of  one pojfejl 
of  the  Devil,  his  being  bro’t  to  Chrift,  Matt.  12.  2 2.  And 
of  a  Lunatick,  Chap.  17.  16.  is  no  Way  parallel  to  the 
prefent  Cafe  :  For  of  thefe  little  Children  it  is  faid,  that 
Chrift  took  them  up  in  his  Arms.  Mar.  10.  16.  and  the 
Child  he  took  into  his  Arms,  Mar.  9.  36.  for  ought  that 
appears  to  the  contrary,  was  an  Infant-Child. 

(2.)  He  fays,  P.  67.  “  It  is  not  known,  whofeChil- 
“  drentheie  were.55  But  what  is  (his  to  thePurpofe  ?  The 
Names  indeed*  of  the  Parents  of  thefe  Children  are  not 
recorded  :  but  that  they  were  the  Children  of  fuch  as  be¬ 
lieved  in  Chrift, is  paft  all  reafonableDoubt  ;  their  bring¬ 
ing  their  Infants  unto  him  for  his  Prayer  and  Blefling,  as 
Matthew,  declares,  Chap .  19.  13.  was  amExpreftion  of 
the  high  Efteem  they  had  of  him,'  as  an  extraordinary 
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Performs  a  divine  Meffenger  or  a  Prophet  (  according;  to 
the  Evidence  they  had  of  his  divine  MiffionJ  if  not  as  the 
Meffias.  But  (Thrift  out-did  their  Expectations, in  tak- 
ing  up  their  Children  in  hisArms,  putting  hisHands  upon 
them,  and  bleffmg  them ,  and  giving  ageneralRule  on  that 
Occafion  for  the  Reception  offucb  little  Children,  as  the 
Members  of  his  Church  and  Kingdom.  And  we  may 
Le  lure,  theUnbelie vers  of  thatNation,thofe  that  rejedted 
his  Perfon  and  Doftrine,  would  never  bring  their  little 
Children  to  him  for  that  Purpofe.  He’ proceeds  to  fay, 
(3.)  “  It  is  certain, that  they  were  not  brought  toChrift 
*c  to  be  baptized  by  him,”  (ibid,)  Who  affirms  it  ?  This 
is  nothing  to  the  Argument :  which  is,  that  Chrift  took 
this  Occafion  to  declare  their  Right  to  Baptifm,  as  has 
been  (hewed  ;  and  though  theEvangelifts  do  not  fay, that 
Chrift  baptiz’d  them,  or  order’d  his  Difciples  to  baptize 
them,  yet  they  fay  that  which  lufficiently  authorizes  our 
baptizing  them.  The  Evangelift  Mark  tells  us,  that 
Chrift  put  his  Hands  on  them,  and  bleffed  them.  He 
confer’d  his  Bleffing  on  them,  The  Thing  fignified  in 
Baptifm  ;  and  he  made  ufe  of  a  vifible  fignificant  Cere¬ 
mony,  in  conveying  the  Bleffing,  He  laid  his  Hands  on 
them .  Whence  it  appears,  (1.)  That  our  Children,  yea 
little  Infants  are  capable  of  the  Redeemer’s  Grace  and 
Bleffing,  and  fome  are  actually  the  Subje&s  of  it :  And 
it  is  the  Will  of  Chrift,  that  Believers  ffiould  bring  all 
their  Infants  to  him  to  receive  his  Bleffing.  (2.)  That 
they  are  capable  of  the  outward  Sign, as  well  as  theThing 
fignified,  and  had  it  applied  to  them  in  Chrift’s  putting 
his  Hands  upon  them.  And  fince  Baptifm  is  now  the 
vifible  inftitutcd  Rite  of  Dedication  to  Chrift,  and  the 
appointed  Means  of  his  Grace  and  Bleffing  ;  wffien  this 
is  adminifter’d  to  our  Infant-Children  by  an  Officer  of 
Chrift  according  to  his  Inftitution,  what  is  it  mere  than 
putting  his  Hands  upon  them  ?  Chrift’s  Bleffing  is  the 
greater  Thing,  which  we  read  he  actually  corner’d  on 
ihefe  Children  *,  and  the  Collation  of  the  greater  Thing 
virtually  includes  a  Grant  of  the  lefs.  It  is  utterly  im¬ 
probable 
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probable, that  thefe  Infants  might  be  brought  toChrift  to 
be  cu  ed  of  any  Difeafe,  as  Dr.  Gill  imagines  •,  it  they 
were  fo,  we  can’t  inReafon  think, that  theDifciples  would 
have  rebuked  them  •,  fince  this  would  have  been  to  aft  an 
inhumanParttowards  them  buttheircoming  toChrift  for 
thisEnd, would  have  been  for  theHonourot  theirMaller, 
giving  himOccafion  for  theDifplayof  hismiraculonsPow- 
er.  Befides,theEvangeliftM^//^w  tells  us, as  was  obferv’d 
before, brought  them  to  him  that  he  would  put  hisllands 
on  them  and  pray  •,  which  rhe  other  Evangelifts  exprels  by 
touching  them  \  by  which  they  feern  to  mean  no  more 
than  the  Ceremony  of  Bleffing,  in  Ufe  among  the  Jews, 
by  touching,  or  laying  Hands  on  thofe,  on  whom  they 
prayed  fgr  a  Bleffing.  But  he  goes  on  to  fay, 

(4.  J  44  This  Pafiage  concludes  againft  Paedobaptifm, 
44  and  not  for  it. ”P. 68. Let  us  hear  his  far-fetch’dReafon. 
44  Foritfeems  by  this, that  it  had  never  been  thePraftice 
44  of  the  Jews ,  nor  of  JohH  theBaptift,  nor  of  Chrift,and 
44  hisDifciples,to  baptize  Infants  :  for  had  this  been  then 
44  in  Ufe,  theApoftles  would  have  fcarcely  rebuked  and 
44  forbid  thofe  that  brought  thefe  Children,  fince  they 
46  might  have  concluded  they  brought  them  to  be  bap- 
4<  tized,”  &c.  This  looks  plaufible,  and  perhaps  may 
take  with  the  inconfiderate.  But  has  he  fo  foon  forgotten 
what  he  had  fo  ftrongly  afTerted  under  the  laft  Head  ? 
44  Certain  it  is,  that  they  were  not  brought  toChrift  to  be 
44  baptized  by  him.”  But  that  c<  probably  being  difeafed 
44  they  were  brought  to  him  to  be  cured.”  But  if  this 
were  fo  certain,  why  ffiould  not  the  Apoftles  know  it,  as 
well  as  Dr.  Gill  ?  But  that  which  fpoils  all  this  fair  Flou- 
rifh,  is  this  oneConfideration,  that  our  Lord  baptized  not 
any,  Infants  or  J^duksjut  hisDifciples.  Joh.  4.  2.  Which 
our  Author  himielf  takes  Notice  of  under  the  former 
Plead  ;  and  furely  this  could  not  be  unknown  to  theDif¬ 
ciples  ;  whothereiore  could  never  imagineor conclude, that 
they  brought  their  Children  to  Chrift  to  be  baptized, 
I  ruth  only  is  felt-confiftent:  butError, we  fee,  often  daffies 
with  itfelh  But  that  it  was  the  Cuftom  of  \bizjews  many 
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Ages  before  theDays  of  our  Saviour, to  baptize  the  young 
Children  of  Profelyt  es,  whether  Male  or  Female,  as  well 
as  to  circumcife  the  Males,  is  fo  well  known,  and  attefled 
by  fo  many  learned  Men  who  have  been  converfant  in 
the  Jewifh  Writings,  *  that  we  muft  renounce  theFaith 
of  all  humanTeftimony,  if  thisFadt  be  denied.  And  there 
is  no  Reafon  to  think  but  that  the  Jews  bro’t  their  Chil¬ 
dren  to  John's  Baptifm, according  to  what  was  cuftoma- 
ry  in  theirNation,  though  theEvangelift  in  the  brief  and 
general  Account  he  gives  of  his  Baptifm,  contain’d  in 
but  three  or  four  Verfes,  pafies  it  over  in  Silence:  and  if 
Imagination  may  do  theBufinefs  of  Argument,  why  may 
not  I  imagine,  that  thefe  very  Children  had  been  baptiz¬ 
ed,  and  as  it  was  a  Cuftom  in  the  primitive  Church  for 
the  Apoftles  to  lay  Hands  on  thofe  who  were  baptiz’d, 
as  a  fignificant  Ceremony  of  conferring  fome  peculiar 
fpiritual  Gifts  on  them,  especially  if, as  Dr.  Wall  thinks  f 
“  There  is  good  Reafon  to  believe  that  the  Jews  had 
4C  before  ufed  this  Ceremony  of  laying  on  of  Hands  on 
“  this  Occafion  •,  for  it  was  a  Thing  ufed  by  them  on 
almoft  all  Occafions  that  were  folemn.55  Therefore  the 
Parents  of  thefe  Children,  having  had  them  baptized, 
might  bring  them  to  Jefus, defiring  him  to  put  hisHands 
on  them  and  pray  :  which  the  Difciples  might  think  too 
great  Prefumption,  and  for  that  Reafon  rebuke  them  ; 
and  fo  their  forbidding  them  may  be  eafily  accounted  for,* 
notwithftanding  their  knowing  the  Baptifm  of  Infants  to 
have  been  in  Ufe  in  that  Nation  long  before.  But  to 
return  to  our  Author. 

5  He  thinks  thisPafTage  alledg’d  befide  the  Purpofe, 
becaufe  it  is  not  alledg’d,  “  to  prove  that  Infants  were 

brought  to  Chi  ill:  in  order  to  be  baptized  by  him.55 
But  he  might  know, the  Iksdobaptifts  do  not  lay  theStrefs 
of  the  Argument  on  the  Intention  of  thofe  that  brought 
their  Infants  to  Chrift,  whatfoever  it  were  j  but  on  his 
Reception  of  them,  his  putting  his  Hands  upon  them, and 

bleffing 

#  Vi d.  Dr.  Lightfiot,  Hof  Hebr.  &Talm.  in  Matth.  3.  6.  Dr.  If  alt's 
Iitfrod.  to  the  Rift,  of  Infant-Baptifm.  f  IkiiL  f.  7. 
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bleffing  them  *,  his  raking  that  Occafion  to  declare  them 
the  Members  of  his  Church  and  Kingdom  •  and  fignify- 
ing  his  Will,  that  inch  little  Ones  fhould  be  fuffered  to 
tome  to  him ,  or  admitted  into  his  vifible  Church,  and  that 
his  People  fhould  not  be  forbidden  or  reftrained  from 
offering  them  up  to  him  in  anyWay  fuitable  to  that  Pur- 
pofe.  And  in  whatWay  can  they  doit,more  luitable  and 
proper;  now  he  has  withdrawn  his  bodily  Prefence,  than 
in  the  Way  of  his  Ordinances,  where  he  is  ftill  fpiritually 
prefent  (as  has  been  faid)  and  particularly  in  the  Way  of 
Baptifm,  which  is  his  initiating  &  dedicating  Ordinance. 
To  elude  the'Force  of  theReafon  ourSaviour  gives,  for  of 
fuch  is  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven  \  he  flys  to  a  metaphorical 
Senfe,  which  he  has  found  more  than  once  to  be  of  Ufe 
to  him  to  help  him  out  at  a  Plunge,  when  the  plain  literal 
Senfe  of  Words  makes  againft  him.  He  would  have  it 
underftood  “  of  fuch  as  are  comparable  to  little  Children 
“  for  Modefty,  Meeknefs,and  Humility  &c.”  But  this 
Meaning  can’t  be  put  on  our  Saviour’s  Words,  without 
(training  them  :  For  ( i )  Phefe  Words  of  Chriff,0/ fuch 
is  the Ktngdcm  of  Heaven  jsz  fcarce  intelligible,  unlefs  they 
refer  to  little  Children  in  a  proper  literal  Senfe  ;  and 
they  can  refer  to  none  elfe  in  theirConneftion  :  they  were 
fuch  little  Children  as  were  brought  to  Chrift,  fuch  as  he 
took  in  his  Arms,  of  fuch  ( faith  he )  is  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven .  No  Man  furely  can  deny  the  literal  Senfe,  but 
in  Favour  of  fomeHypothefis  which  can’t  confift  with  it. 
When  our  Saviour  goes  on  to  fpeakof  fuch  as  are  to  be 
compar’d  to  little  Children  for  a  miid  and  humbleDifpo- 

fition,  he  ules  a  Note  of  Comparifon,  Mar.  io.  15, _ 

AS  a  little  Child .  OurAuthor  indeed  quotes  the  Syriac , 
and  Perfic  Verfion,  as  favouring  his  Senfe, in  rendring  the 
Words,  U  ho  are  as  thefe.  But  this  only  fhews  that  there 
are  fome  faulty  Tranflationsj  the  authentickGreek  Ori¬ 
ginal  has  no  fuch  Note  of  Similitude.  ^2.)  It  is  further 
evident  that  our  Lord  intendsInfant-Children  in  a  pro¬ 
per,  and  not  a  figurative  Senfe  in  thefe  Words,  btxauie 
they  are  given  as  a  Reafon  why  little  Children  fhould  be 

brought 
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brought  to  him,  and  not  forbidden  :  And  the  Reafon  is 
very  pertinent  and  cogent ;  Let  littleChildren  be  prefen- 
ted  to  me,  for  I  receive  fuch  as  the  Members  &  Subjects 
of  my  Kingdom.  But  of  what  Force  is  the  Reafon,  My 
Kingdom  confifts  of  meek  &  humble  Chriftians,that  are 
like  little  Children,  therefore  let  little  Children  come  to 
me  ?  II  only  aRefemblance  of  little  Children  inMeeknefs 
andHumility.&c.  were  intended,  “that  might  have  ferv’d 
“  for  aReafon  whyDoves  &Lambs  fhould  be  brought  to 
“  him,”  as  Mr.  Henry  well  notes.  For  the  true  Subjects 
of  Chrift  are  in  Scripture  compar’d  to  thofe  Animals  for 
a  meek  and  humble  Difpofition,  as  well  as  to  little  Chil¬ 
dren.  But  if  this  be  a  Reafon  why  little  Children  inAge 
fhould  be  brought  to  him,  who  can  doubt  his  Meaning 
to  be, that  of  fuchChildren,in  a  proper  Senfe,  is  theKing- 
dom  of  God.  Nor  can  we  make  any  Doubt  but  that  the 
offering  our  Infant-Children  to  him  in  the  Way  of  his 
Appointment,on  theW arrant  of  this  his  graciousDeclara- 
tion  on  their  Behalf,  will  be  accepted  as  a  grateful  Obla¬ 
tion  to  him.  OurAuthor  fuggefts,  that  “  if  the  Words 
be  literally  underftood  of  Infants  belonging  to  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Heaven,  interpreted  of  a  Gofpel-Church-Sta  e, 
they'l  prove  too  much, namely, that they  have  aRight  to  all 
thePrivileges  of  it,  to  theLord’s  Supper  as  well  as  toBap- 
tifm.”  P.69.  But  this  is  not  proving  too  much  ;  not  more 
than  thePsedobaptifts  are  willingto  grant.  The  littleChil¬ 
dren  of  confederate  Believers  being  in  vifibleCovenant  with 
God,  and  confequently  Members  of  the  vifible  Church, 
have  an  undoubted  Right  to  all  the  vifible  Privileges  of 
it,  ("and  ought  to  be  admitted  to  theEnjoyment  of  them, 
as  far  as  their  Capacity  goes)  even  the  Lord’s  Supper,  as 
well  asBaptifm.  They  have  aRight  totheLord’sSupper,  as 
a  Perfon  inMinority  has  to  an  Inheritance, whom  nothing 
but  Incapacity  hinders  from  actual  PolTeffion.  And  it 
our  Adverfaries  could  prove,  that  Infants  arc  alike  inca¬ 
pable  of  Baptifm,  as  they  are  of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  we 
mmht  be  content  to  defer  their  Baptifm  till  riper  Years. 
The  Ordinance  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  does  in  the  Nature 
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of  it  require  fuchAfts  of  the  Receivers, as  adult  Chriftians 
only  are  capable  of  •,  who  have  fome  competent  Meafure  of 
Chriftian  Knowlege,  the  Exercife  of  Reafon  and  Under- 
ftanding,  and  of  their  attive  Powers  :  They  muft  take 
the  facred  Elements,  eat  and  drink ,  and  do  this  in  Remem¬ 
brance  of  Chrift  *,  difcern  the  Lord's  Body  &c.  (fetting  a- 
fide  theConfideration  of  the  necefiaryPre-requifiteof  Self- 
Examination)  all  which  Infants  are  incapable  of/till  they 
come  to  Years  of  Underftanding  ;  and  when  they  do  fo, 
they  ought  to  claim  their  Right  to  this  Privilege  of  the 
vifible  Church,  by  profefling  their  Adherence  to  the  Co¬ 
venant  of  theirBaptifm.  But  thefeWords  of  our  Saviour 
were  immediately  defign’d  as  aReafon  for  littleChildren’s 
coming  to  him  in  the  Way  they  are  capable  of ;  and  I 
have  fully  prov’d  that  Infants  are  Subjects  capable  of  the 
initiatingSacrament  of  Baptifm, theAdminiftration  where¬ 
of  does  not  neceflarily  require  the  Exercife  of  Reafon  and 
Reflection  in  the  Subjed  recipient  ;  but  it  may  be  admi- 
niftred  (and  the  Adminiflration  valid)  to  a  Subjed  more 
paffive  •,  fo  that  there  is  ho  Incapacity  on  the  Part  of  In¬ 
fants, that  can  be  objeded  as  a  Reafon  againft  theirBap¬ 
tifm,  but  what  might  with  equal  Reafon  be  objeded  a- 
gainft  the  Circumcifion  of  Inf  ants  under  the  Law. 

Dr.  Gill,  it  feems,  is  willing  to  admit  the  literal  Senfe 
of  the  Words, if  interpreted  of  “  the  Kingdom  of  Glory,5* 
P.70.  For,  fays  he,  “  The  eternal  Salvation  and  Happi- 
“  of  Infants, dying  in  Infancy,is  not  denied  by  us.55  And 
he  fuppofes  that  “  theSouls  of  Infants  are  faved  byChrift, 
“  and  that  they  are  introduc’d  by  him  into  theKingdom 
cc  of  Heaven. 55  Then  I  afk.  Are  Infants  introduc’d  by 
Chrift  into  theKingdom  of  Heaven, purely  becaufe  they 
are  Infants,  without  Regard  to  Redemption  through  his 
Blood,  or  without  theApplication  of  that  Redemption  to 
them  ?  This,  I  am  perfuaded,  will  not  be  laid.  Now 
then,  fince  it  is  evident  from  theWord  of  God, that  none 
of  the  apoftate  polluted  Race  of  Men,  lyoung  or  old.  In-* 
fant  or  Adult,  ever  were, or  fhall  be  admitted  to  theKing¬ 
dom  of  Glory,  but  thofe  who  are  purified  and  prepar’d 

and 
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and  made  meet  for  it  by  the  Application  of  the  Redee¬ 
mer  s  Grace  in  this  Lite  ;  arid  this  ordinarily  in  the  Uft 
of  fuch  outwardMeans  as  he  has  thought  fit  to  appoint : 
it  undeniably  follows, that  Inf  ants  are  Subjects  of  the  Ap^ 
plication  of  Chrift’s  Redemption  in  this  Life,in  Order  tc 
their  Entrance  into  Heaven,  and  therefore  belong  to  his 
Kingdom  of  Grace:  and  one  of  the  outwardMeans  of  this 
Application,  appointed  by  Chrift,  &  of  which  Infants  an 
capable, is  the  wajhing  of  Water  inBaptifm.  So  theApoftle 
teaches  us,  Eph .  5.  25,  26,  27.  Chrift  loved  his  Churchy 
and  gave  himfelf  for  it ;  that  he  might  fanfiify  and  cleanft 
.  it  with  the  wajhing  of  Water  by  the  Word  -y  that  he  might 
prefent  it  to  himfelf  a  glorious  Churchy  &c.  From  whence 
it  appears  ( 1 )  That  all  who  are  faved  and  bro’t  at  laft 
to  theKingdom  of  Glory, are  fuch  as  belong  to  theChurch 
of  Chrift  in  this  World,  for  which  he  gave  himfelf  in 
hisDeath,  to  fandtify  &  cleanfe  it.  (2)  That  Baptifm  or 
baptilmal  wafhing  of  Water’ll  one  of  Chrift’sOrdi  nances, or 
appointed  Means  of  the  Application  of  the  faving  Bene¬ 
fits  of  his  Death  for  their  Sanftification  and  Cleanfing. 
(3.)  If  the  Souls  of  Infants  be  faved  in  the  Way  of  Re* 
demption  through  the  Blood  of  Chrift,  if  they  be  intro¬ 
duc’d  by  him  into  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  then  iince 
Infants  are  not  born  free  from  the  Pollution  of  human 
Nature,  they  muft  be  the  Subjedts  of  the  Application  of 
theDeath  of  Chrift  for  their  cleanfing  in  this  Life,  prepa¬ 
ratory  to  their  Introdudtion  into  theKingdom  of  Glory. 
And  Dr.  Gill  by  his  own  Conceffion  muft  be  forc’d  to 
yield  to  this  Conclulion  :  for  he  acknowledges  “thePol- 
“  lution  of  human  Nature  propagated  by  natural  Ge- 
<c  Deration,”  which  needsRegeneration  and  “  cleanfing 
“  by  theBlood  of  Chrift,”  ot  which  he  confeflesCircum- 
cifion  was  a  Sign,  P.  57.  And  nolefs  is  Baptifm,  as  we 
have  feen.  And  finely  it  will  be  granted,  that  no  un¬ 
clean  Thing  fliall  enter  into  the  Kingdom  of  i  leaven  : 
Therefore  Infants  being  naturally  unclean,  they  muft  be 
the  Subjedts  of  the  cleanfing  Vertue  of  ChrilPs  Blood, 
before  they  can  have  Admittance  thither.  But  now  to 
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fay,  that  Infants  are  Subjects  of  the  preparatory  Difpenfa- 
tion  of  the  Redemer’s  Grace  in  this  Lite,  is  as  much  as 
to  fay,  they  are  Subjects  of  his  Kingdom  of  Grace,or  be¬ 
long  to  his  Gofpel-Church,  tor  which  he  gave  himfelfm 
his  Death,  that  he  might  fanffiify  and  clean fe  it ,  &c.(4./)  If 
Infants  can't  be  denied  to  be  the  Subjects  of  the  Difpen- 
fation  of  the  Grace  of  Chrift,  in  their  Regeneration  and 
fpiritual  Cleanfing,how  unwarrantable  is  it  to  deny  them 
the  outward  Sign  and  Means  of  this  Cleanfing  ;  which 
Chrift  has  appointed  for  the  Application  of  the  faving 
Benefits  of  his  Death,  or  of  the  fandtifying  and  cleanfing 
Vertueof  it,  to  all  the  Members  of  his  vifible  Church  ; 
and  which  Infants  appear  to  be  capable  of,  which  is  the 
Baptifmal  Walking  of  Water  ? 

Dr.  Gill,  on  Suppollrion  that  the  Kingdom  of  Glory 
is  here  intended,  thinks  it  an  Argument  of  greater  Force 
why  our  Saviour  jhould  cure  thefe  littleChildren  of  their 
bodily  Diftempers  ;  and  fays,  P.70.  44  According  to  this 
44  Senfe,  our  Lord’s  reafoning  is  ftrong,  that  feeing  he 
44  thought  fit  to  fave  the  Souls  of  Infants,  why  fhould 
44  they  be  forbid  being  brought  to  him  to  be  touch’d  by 
44  him,  and  healed  of  their  Bodily  Difeafes  ?  TheArgu- 
44  ment  is  from  the  greater  to  the  lefs.”  — But, I  confefs,I 
fee  no  Force  at  all  in  this  Reafoning  :  for  theArgument 
muft  run  thus,  Becaufe  the  Souls  of  dying  Infants  are 
lure  to  be  faved  by  Chrift,  thereforcChrift  was  willing  to 
prevent  the  dying  of  thefe  Children  in  their  Infancy,  by 
healing  their  Difeafes  .•  And  fo  their  Salvation  would  be 
left  to  an  Uncertainty.  If  our  Saviour  had  not  healed 
thefe  Children, but  left  them  to  die  of  their  fuppofedDif- 
eafes,  Dr.  Gill  makes  noDoubt  but  that  they  would  have 
been  introduced  into  theKingdom  of  Fleaven  ;  but  being 
healed  of  their  Difeafes,  and  living  to  adult  Age,  they 
might  have  forfeited  theirRightby  aftualTranfgreffions, 
and  fo  finally  might  have  miis’d  of  Heaven  :  and  there¬ 
fore  theCertainty  of  their  Salvation  inCafe  of  dying  inln- 
foncy,  Teems  rather  an  Argument  againft  hea!ing° them. 
But  indeed  it  is  a  groundlefs  Imagination,  either  that 
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thefe  Children  were  brought  to  Chrift  to  be  healed  of  any 
bodily  Difeafe,  or  that  he  improv’d  this  as  an  Argument 
lor  theirHealing,  that  of  fnch  is  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven, 

I  have  now  particularly  confidered  alhhat  is  material  in 
Dr.  Gill  s  Objections  againft  the  Argument  from  this 
Pafiage  in  Behalf  of  Infant-Baptifm,and  have  fufficiently 
fhewed  how  weakly  and  impertinently  they  are  urged. 
Yet  he  concludes  after  his  ufual  Manner, with  faying,this 
Argument  “  furnifhes  out  nothing  in  Favour  of  Psedo- 
cc  baptifm.”  Confidence,  I  fee,  in  denying  theConclu- 
fion,  when  the  Premifes  cannot  be  overthrown,  muftftill 
fupply  the  DefeCl  of  Argument. 

HI.  Another  Text  produced  in  the  Dialogue,  which 
our  Author  has  tho’t  fit  to  reply  to, is,  Mitth.  1 8.  6.  but 
whojo fhall  offend  one  of  thefe  littleOnesthat  believe  in  me,&cc. 
The  main  Argument  and  Conclufion  defign’d  in  theDi- 
alogue  to  be  drawn  from  thefe  Words,having  been  fully 
vindicated  under  the  foregoing  Head,  there  will  be  the 
lefs  Need  of  faying  much  to  this  :  nor  fhall  I  infifl  long 
upon  it.  For  tho’  I  think  it  hath  its  Weight,  to  the 
Purpofe  forwhichit  wasalledg’d,yet  fincelnterpreters  are 
divided  in  their  Sentiments  about  thefe  little  Om, which 
Chrift  fpeaks  of  as  believing  in  him ,it  may  be  the  lefs  con- 
viCtive  to  a  wranglingAdverfary.  Some  by  thcfelittleOnes 
vmderftand  weakChriftians, little  Children  in  a  figurative 
Senfe,fuch  as  are  little  in  their  ownEyes,or  little  inKnow- 
lege&Grace  :  Others, littleChildren  inAge,in  the  proper 
Senfeof  theWord,in  whichSenfe  theContext  feems  plainly 
to  carry  it.  TheDifciples  being  at  thatTime  full  of  afpir- 
ing  Thoughts  and  Defigns,  our  Saviour,  to  check  their 
Ambition  and  Emulation,  (the  Evangelift  tells  us,  f.  2.) 
9" 00k  a  little  Child ,  and  fet  him  in  the  midjt  of  them ,  as  an 
Emblem  of  Humility  :  and  having  made  an  Appli¬ 
cation  of  it  for  that  Purpofe,  to  teach  them  a  Leffon 
of  Humility,  ver.  3,  4.  he  proceeds  to  fay,  ver.  5. 
IVhofo  fhall  receive  one  fuch  little  Child  in  my  Name,  receiv- 
cth  me.  To  what  can  thatExpreflion,^  fuch  littleCkild , 
refer  in  the  proper  Grammatical  ConftruCtion,  but  to  the 
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littleChild  which  be  had  fet  before  them  ?  And  which  he 
then  had  in  his  Arms*  faith  Mark  ;  the  Connection  of 
whofe  Words  do  more  clearly  determine  this  to  be  thd 
Seme.  He  took  a  Child  —  and  when  he  had  taken  him  in 
his  Arms ,  he  faid  unto  them,  Whcfoever  (hall  receive  one  cf 
fuch  Children  in  my  Name ,  receiveth  me.  Mar.  9.  56,  37. 
The  Phrafe  of  receiving  a  Child  in  my  Name ,  imports 
the  receiving  it  becaufe  it  belongs  to  Chi  iff :  So  ourLord 
himfelf  explains  it  in  the  following  Context,  (v^i.lVhcfo- 
ever jh  all give you  aCup\of  Water  to  drink  in  my  Nam  e^  becaufe 
you  belong  to  Chrift.  And  having  fpoken  of  receiving  a 
little  Child  in  his  Name, he  immediately  adds  the  Words 
quoted,  IVhofo  Jhall  offend  one  of  thefe  little  Ones  that  be¬ 
lieve  in  me  \  q.  d.  One  fuch  little  One  as  this  which  I 
hold  in  myArms.  This  feems  the  genuine  literal  Senie  * 
tho  it  be  granted,  that  our  Saviour  might  have  a  further 
Reach  in  thefe  Expreffions*  and  infenfibly  Bide  into  the 
metaphorical  Senfe,  as  he  did  on  other  Occafions,  in  his 
Admonitions  andCautions  againft  offending  or  defpifincr 
the  meaneft&weakeftChriftians.  And  truly  I  fee  noReafon^ 
why  thofe  two  Interpretations  mention’d, fhould  be  fet  in 
Oppofition  to  each  other, as  inconfiftent  $  forlittleChildren 
in  Age  belong  to  Chrift’s  Family,  (no  lefs  than  thofe 
Chriftians  who  are  more  grown*  being  yet  comparable  to 
little  Children  in  Point  of  Meannefs,  or  Humility^  and 
are  to  be  received  in  his  Name,  becaufe  they  belong  to 
Chrift  and  he  bears  a  tender  AffeClion  towards  them 
as  theLambs  of  his  Flock,  and  takes  it  ill,  that  either  one 
Dr  the  other  fhould  be  wrong’d  or  defpis’d  :  And  becaufe 
they  belong  to  him,  and  are  the  Subjects  of  his  Grace, tho 
m  its  weak  Beginnings,  he  reckons  them  in  the  Number 
3f  Believers. — Nor  is  there  any  greatWeight  in  Dr.  Gill's 
Objections. — (1.)  He  grants  that  “  the  little  Child  men- 
:ioned,  f.  2,  was  in  an  Infant-State,”  P.  71.  yet  denies 
:hey  were  “little  Ones  in  Age,”  whom  Chrift  fpake  of  in 
he  following  Verfes  ( tho’  his  Words  plainly  relate  to  fuch 
1  little  Child  as  he  held  in  his  Arms  at  the  fame  Time) 
>ecaufe  fuch  little  Ones  are  not  “capable  of  exercifino-  or 
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adting  Faith.”  But  their  being  denominated  Believers  ir 
Chrift,  does  not  neceffarily  luppofe  the  prelent  ading  o 
Faith  *,  otherwife  a  trueChriftian,  when  he  ceales  to  ad 
Faith,  or  when  he  is  afteep,  ceafes  to  be  Believer.  And  i 
an  Infant  may  be  properly  termed  a  rational  Creature,  or 
Account  of  the  naturalGift  of  Reafon,tho  at  prefent  it  lie: 
dormant  •,  why  may  not  fuch  an  Inlant  be  denominatec 
aBeliever,  on  the  Account  of  the  fupernatural  Gift  of  re¬ 
generating  Grace  :  Which  includes  Faith,  as  far  as  th< 
faidmatural  Gift  includes  Reafon,  that  is,  in  the  Seed  anc 
Principle  of  it  ?  And  if  Chrift  will  fo  interpret  theWorl 
of  his  own  Grace  ininfants,  who  fhall  objed  againft  it  ?— 
Another  Reafon  he  gives,  is,  becaufe  fuch  little  Ones  an 
not  capable  of  being  offended,  in  the  Senfe  theWord  i: 
here  ufed.”  But  what  greater  Offence  or  Injury  can  be 
done  them,  than  to  cut  them  off  from  their  Right  in  th< 
Covenant  of  Salvation,  which  God  has  gracioufly  grantee 
them,  and  from  all  Intereft  in  the  Privileges  of  the  Gof 
pel  ?  Would  it  not  be  look’d  upon  as  an  high  Gffenci 
committed  againft  Chrift’s  little  Ones  (Tuppofing  then 
fuch  as  are  growia  to  feme  Maturity  of  Underftanding)  i 
they  fhould  be  debarred  Communion  with  the  vilibl< 
Church  in  the  Ordinances  of  the  Gofpel, which  they  hav< 
a  juftClairn  to,  and  be  excluded  among  Aliens, who  hav< 
no  Hope  in  Chrift,  and  driven  out  from  abiding  in  the  In¬ 
heritance  of  the  Lord  ?  As  David  fpeaks  of  the  Offenci 
committed  againft  him,  and  pronounces  a  Curie  on  th< 
Authors  of  it,  i  Sam.  2 6.  19.  And  tho  our  Adverfariei 
fliew  by  their  Opinion  and  Practice,  that  they  efteem  it  i 
licxht  Matter, and  even  no  Offence  at  all, if  the  fame  Thing 
be  done  to  Infants,becaufe  they  are  not  capable  of  relent- 
mo-  ir  *  yet  they  don  t  confider  that  Chrift  relents  it,\\hc 
has  ftridly  caution’d  his  Difciples  againft  offending  01 
cleioifing  any  Sort  of  his  little  Ones ,  Match  .ft.  10.  i  hi 
Angels  refent  it,  for  (as  our  Saviour  there  faith)  1  heii 

Angels  do  always  t  eh  old  the  Face  of  my  Father  which  i 
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nor  that  any  Thing  fhould  be  faid  or  done  prejudicial  to 
theirSalvation.  (2.)  He  fays,  ( ibid .)  cc  By  theDifciples  of 
Chrift  are  meant  his  Apoftles.”  But  the  Difciples  of 
Chrift  could  not  be  meant  by  thefe  little  Ones :  lor  they 
were  then  contending  for  the  Preheminence  in  hisKing- 
dom,and  thereby  difeovered  a  Temper  of  Mind  molt  op- 
pofite  to  that  of  littleChildren  ;  which  our  Lord  rebukes, 
by  fetting  a  little  Child  in  the  midft  of  them,  as  an  Em¬ 
blem  of  Humility  and  Meeknefs, which  he  makes  the  ne- 
ceflary  Qualification  of  the  Subjects  of  his  Kingdom, 
Therefore  the  Difciples  are  here  mamfeftly  diftinguifhed 
from  thefe  little  Ones,  both  by  the  afpiring  Difpolltion  at 
that  Time  prevailing  in  them  ;  which  made  th<  m  unlike 
to  littleChildren  ^  and  by  theSimilitude  taken  from  fuch, 
which  ourLord  makes  ufe  of  for  theirCorreflion.  (3  JHe 
fays  moreover,  P.  72.  “  Admitting  that  Infants  in  Age 
have  thePrinciple  of  Faith  in  them-, yet  this  would  not 
<c  juftify  their  Claim  to  Baptifm  ;  —  fmee  adfualFaith  and 
“  aProfeftion  of  it  is  a  neceftaryPre-requiftte  toBaptifm..” 
Anf  Though  actual  Faith  and  a  Profeffion  of  it  be  a  ne- 
ceflary  Pre-requifite  in  all  adult  Perfons,  who  are  broft  * 
up  in  other  different  Religions,  Jews  and  Heathens, 
in  order  to  their  being  entred  into  the  Chriftian 
Religion  by  Baptifm  ;  fuch  as  his  Inftanceof  the  Ethio¬ 
pian  Eunuch,  Act. 8.  32.  yet  fuch  actual  Faith  and  Pro- 
leffion  is  no  where  in  the  New-Teftament  pre  required 
to  the  Baptifm  of  Children  born  of  baptifed  Chriitians  : 
And  it  is  obfervable,  there  is  no  Inftance  or  Example  in 
all  theNew-Teftament,  of  any  one  born  of  fuch  Chriftian 
Parents,  who  was  left  unbaptized  in  Infancy,  and  after¬ 
wards  upon  the  Profeffion  of  his  Faith  baptized.  (4.)He 
is  greatly  miftaken,  if  he  thinks  thePaedobaptifts  are  fhy 
of  owning,  thatFaith  inChrift  is  pre  required  inBaptifm, 
when  he  obferves,  that  the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue  “feems 
:onfcious  of  it  to  himfelt55,  and  fancies  that  he  had  no 
ather  Way  of  getting  rid  of  the  Objection  taken  thence, 
again  ft  Infant-Baptifm,  than  by  fuppofmg  u  that  Infants 
aave  Faith,55  For  taking  Faith  even  in  his  Senfe*  for 
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actual  Faith,  and  a  Profeftion  of  it,  the  Paedobaptifts  o- 
penly  protefs  it  as  their  Opinion  and  Belief, that  it  is  pre¬ 
requir’d  to  Baptifm  *,  and  in  their  Practice  as  ftrenuoufly 
infill  upon  it  as  any  of  their  Adverfaries,  fo  far  as  the 
Scripture  warrants  and  requires  it,  that  is, from  all  unbap¬ 
tized  adult  Perfons  *,  becaufe  fuch  a  Faith  is  neceflary  to 
bring  them  into  the  Covenant  of  Chrift  under  theGofpel- 
pel  Difpenfation,  which  gives  them  a  Right  to  Baptifm. 
And  if  their  Infants  be  denied  to  have  fuch  Faith,  they 
are  at  no  Lofs  for  Proof  of  their  Title  to  Baptifm, fo  long 
as  they  are  able  to  prove  them  comprehended  in  theCo- 
venant  with  their  believingParents  ;  and  inConfequence 
thereof  to  have  an  equal  Right  with  them  to  Chriftian 
Baptifm.  .However,  upon  the  Suppofition  here  made, 
that  Chrift  fpeaks  of  little  Ones  in  Age,  that  believe  in 
him ,  it  may  lei  ve  at  leaft  as  anArgument  ad  H eminent  for 
the  Conviction  of  the  Antipaedobaptifts,  who  make  this 
their  great  Objection  againft  the  baptizingof  Infants, that 
Faith  is  pre  requir’d  thereunto.  For  if  by  theLaw  ofChrift 
,  ail  Believers  are  to  be  baptized  •,  and  if  by  this  plain 
*  Teftimony  of  his,  the  little  Children  of  his  believing  con¬ 
federate  People  are  to  be  accounted  fuch  as  believe  in  him , 
they  ought  then  to  be  baptized  asBelievers  inChrift.  And 
there  is  no  Ground  or  Warrant  here  for  diftinguifhing 
Faith  into  the  Habit, and  theA&ingof  it :  for  thisDiftin- 
Ction  makes  no  Difference  with  Reipect  to  thePrivileges, 
Faith  may  be  laid  to  give  a  Title  to,  for  he  that  hath 
Faith  in  theHabit  orPrinciple  of  it  •,  and  he  that  hath  it 
in  the  Exercife  or  Acling  of  it,have  both  of  them  preci - 
chs  Faith .  2  Pet.  i.i.  Like  precious  Faith  •,  becaufe  it  in¬ 
tides  all  thac  have  obtained  it, to  like  precious  Privileges 
in  ihe  Covenant  of  Chrift.  (5.)  His  fifth  Objection, 
viZm  “  Either  all  Infants  have  Faith,  or  only  fome”,  has 
been  anfwered  above  The  Declaration  &  Teftimony  ot 
our  Saviour  lufficiently  warrant  our  palling  this  charita- 
ble judgment  on  all  Infants,  indefinitely, who  are  prelented 
to  Chrilt  by  their  pious  Paren  s,  that  they  have  Faith 
according  to  then*  Infant  Capacities,  that  is,  the  Grace  oi 
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Regeneration, without  which  they  are  uncapable  Subjects 
of  the  Kingdom  of  God  \  tho’  all,  univerfally, may  not  be 
affirmed  to  be  theSubjefts  of  this  lavingGrace.  And  this 
is  aGround  of  Baptifm,no  more  precarious  than  the  tup- 
pofed  Faith  of  adult  Profeffors.  For  who  can  allure  Dr» 
Gill ,  that  all  fuch  ProfefTors  do  cctruly  &  adtually  believe 
in  Chri'ft  ?”  or  if  they  do5  “  how  comes  it  to  pafs  that  fo 
many  of  them”  afterwards  prove  no  better  Men  than 
their  Neighbours  ?  — I  come  now*, 

IV.  To  make  fomeRemarks  on  his  Exceptions  againft 
anotherText  cited  in  the  Dialogue ,  which  is  that  remark¬ 
able  one  in  i  Cor.  7.  14.  For  ibe  unbelieving  Hujband  is 
fanSlifyd  by  the  iVife ,  and  the  unbelieving  Wife  is  fanffi if y'd 
by  the  Hujband  :  Fife  were  your  Children  unclean ,  but  now 
are  , they  Holy  This  Text  has  been  refer’d  to  more  than 
once  already,  for  Proof  of  the  Covenant-lntereft  of  the 
Children  ol  Believers,  and  their  Title  to  Baptifm  ;  and 
it  ftill  appears,after  the  moft  deliberate  &  impartial  En¬ 
quiry,  notwithftanding  all  that  has  been  faid  againft  it, 
to  be  a  good  and  validProof.  To  clear  up  &  eftablifh  the 
Senfeol  thefeWords,we  need  only  to  enquire  into  the  true 
Scriptural  Import  &Signifieation  ol  theTerm Holy  in  the 
latter  Claufe.  The  Word  in  theOld-Teftament  conftant- 
ly  fignifies  (according  to  its  Notation  in  the  Hebrew 
Language)  that  which  is  fet  apart,  fitted  &  prepar'd  for 
feme  fpecial  eminent  Ufe  crPurpofe*,  chiefly  that  which  is 
defign’d  to  fome  religiousUfe,&hath  a  fpecialRelation  to 
God,  his  Service  and  Worfhip,  Being  applied  toperfons 
or  Things,  it  imports  a  Difcrimination,  or  Separation  of 
them  from  common  to  lacred  Ufes, their  fpecialRelation 
to  God,  and  his  fpecial  Propriety  in  them  above  all  other 
Perfons  or  Things.  With  Regard  to  Men,  it  fignifies 
thefe  twoThings  in  general.  (1.)  A  viable  relativeHoli- 
ne!s,  or  a  vifible  Separation  from  tbeReft  of  Mankind, and 
peculiar  Relation  to  God  as  his  vifible  People  in  Cove¬ 
nant,  and  in  whom  he  hath  a  fpecial  Intereft  orPropriety 
above  all  other  People.  Flence  the  whole  People  of 
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on  the  Account  of  their  being  taken  into  Covenant  with 
God,  and  by  this  Relation  diferiminated  from  all  other 
People.  This  is  very  plain  from Exod.  .19.5,6.  aforecited, 
and  from  Lev.  20.  24. —  I  am  the  Lord  your  God ,  which 
have  feparated  you  from  other  People,  f.  26.  And  ye fijall  be 
holy  unto  me  ;  for  I  the  Lord  am  holy ,  &  have  feparated  xou 
from  other? eoplejhat  ye  fhould  be  mine.  ’Twere  tedious  to 
recite  all  the  Places  where  the  whole  Nation  of  Ifrael  are 
term’d  Holy ,  as  they  were  vifibly  feparated  from  other 
Nations,  and  taken  into  vifible  federal  Relation  to  the 
true  God  as  his  peculiar  People,  diftinguifh’d  &  dignifi¬ 
ed  by  fpecial  Ordinances  and  Privileges.  So  that  all  the 
Members  of  theChurch  of  Ifrael  were  vilibly  holy,  being 
in  Covenant  with  God,  Children  as  well  as  grownPeople, 
and  are  therefore  {tiled  the  holy  Seed  in  Diftinftion  from 
the  Heathen  Nations  about  them.  Ezra  9.  2.  Though 
perhaps, but  few  comparatively  were  inwardly  fandtified. 
(2.)  It  fignifies  a  real  inherent  Holincfs,  or  an  inward 
Difpofition  anfwering  the  outward  vifible  Separation  and 
Covenant-Dedication  to  God, and  confifling  in  a  prevail¬ 
ing  Inclination  and  Tendency  of  the  Mind  &  Lleart  to¬ 
wards  God,  as  their  laftEnd  and  chief  Good  *,  and  is  ef¬ 
fected  by  theGrace  of  the  holy  Spirit,  the  Author  of  our 
SanCfification.  The  Subjedts  of  the  former  Kind  of  II  o- 
Jinefs  are  oppofed  to  Infidels  and  Aliens  from  theChurch 
and  Covenant  of  God.  If  at.  52.  1.  The  Subjedts  of  the 
latter  are  oppofed  to  fuch  even  in  the  vifible  Church, 
as  are  deftitute  of  the  Spirit  of  Grace,  and  live  in  reign¬ 
ing  Sins  and  Luffs,  x  Cor.  7.  34.  *1  Pet.  1.  14,  16.  Rev. 
22.  11.  And  as  both  vifible  and  real  Holinefs  are  often 
exprefs’d  in  Scripture  byCleannefs  and  Purity,  fo  the  op- 
pofiteTJnholinefs  is  as  commonly  term’dUncleannefs. Lev. 
10.10.  -Phat  you  may  put  Difference  between  holy  &  unholy , 
and  between  unclean  and  clean.  The  fame  Terms  occur  m 
Ecclef  9.  2.  lit.  1.  15.  and  in  many  othcrTcxts  :  which 
may  account  for  the  Oppofition  between  holy  and  unclean 
in  the  Text  under  Confideration.  Now  there  are  two  Ex- 
pofltions  of  thefe  Words  of  the  Apoflle  ( — Eljc  were  your 
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Children  unclean  J?ut  now  are  they  holy )  far  wide  of  bisSenfe. 
rhe  firft  is,  that  of  thofe  who  underftand  by  Holinefs  of 
:heir  Children,  an  inherent  Quality,  or  inward  real  Ho- 
linefs,  in  Oppofition  to  Sin  and  Vice.  But  this  can’t  be 
:he  Meaning.  For  (1.)  It  does  not  follow  from  the 
Faith  &  Holinefs  of  either  or  both  the  Barents, that  their 
Children  are  holy,  becaufe  born  of  holy  Parents  *,  for 
:hough  external  Privileges  &  Honours  may  be  tranfmit- 
:ed  from  Parents  to  their  Children,  yet  inherent  gracious 
Difpofitions  are  not  :  The  moral  Qualifications  of  Wif- 
dom,  Juftice,  and  Sobriety, are  not  always  propagated  or 
derived  from  Parents  to  Children  by  naturalGeneration  ; 
Much  lels  true  Holinefs,  which  is  the  Erie  A  of  fuperna- 
tural  Grace.  (2.)  Becaufe  their  Children  are  faid  to  be 
holy,  in  Oppofition  to  others- that  are  unclean  \  but  if  true 
Holinefs  be  here  meant,  it  mu. ft  be  underftood  in  Gppo- 
fition  to  the  common  Pollution  of  the  human  Nature, 
by  which  all  the  natural  Race  of  Adam  are  defiled  ;  and 
fo  theChildren  born  of  Parents  within  theChurch,as  well 
as  of  thole  without,  are  unclean.  For  how  can  he  be  clean> 
that  is  born  of  a  IVoman  ?  Job.  25.  4. — (3.)  This  Senfe 
of  theApoftle’sWords  would  not  have  been  a  fatisfadtory 
Anfwer  to  (what  may  be  reafonably  fuppos’d  to  bej  the 
Scruple  of  the  Chriftians  at  Corinth ;  which  cannot  be 
fuppos’d  to  be,  Whether  their  Children  were  really,  or 
vifibly  holy  ?  But  when  one  of  the  Parents  was  an  Infidel 
orHeathen?and  the  other  a  Believer, a  Chriftian,  or  Saint, 
whether  their  Children  were  to  be  reputed  as  Heathens, 
or  reckon’d  among  Chriftians,  or  vifible  Saints  (as  the 
Word  Holy  fignifies,and  is  often  render’d  Saints,  as  1  Cor . 
1.2.)  whether  they  were  to  beefteemed  within  the  Verge 
of  the  Chriftian  Covenant,  ( and  fo  federally  holy) 
or  out  of  it  among  the  unclean  Gentiles?  Nowfup- 
pofmg  this  to  have  been  theQueftion,theApoftle’s  Words 
are  a  pertinent  and  full  Anfwer  to  it,  if  we  underftand 
him  to  intend  by  the  Word  Holy^  only  a  vifible  Covenant- 
Holinefs  *,  that  if  either  of  the  Parents  were  a  Believer, 
andTo  in  Covenant  with  God,  the  Children  were  not  to 
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be  cafe  out  as  unclean,  but  reckon’d  asFederates  together 
with  the  believing  Parent,  and  in  Regard  of  their  federal 
Relation  toGod  vifibly  holy.  But  6VoW/y,AnotherExpo- 
fition  of  thefe  Words,  that  comes  as  far  below  the  true 
Meaning  of  the  Apoftle,  as  the  former  carried  it  too  high, 
is  that  or  thole  who  underftand  a  matrimonial  Holinefs  here 
intended  :  as  if  the  Apoftle  had  faid,  Elje  were  your  Chil¬ 
dren  Baftards,  but  now  they  are  Legitimate.  Which 
fuch  a  Senfe  of  the  Word  Holy  as  is  utterly  un¬ 
known  to  the  Jacred  Pages.  This  Senfe  is  embrac’d  by 
Dr.  G7//,  as  it  is  generally  by  the  Antipaedobaptifts  a 
Senfe, that  favours  ftrong  of  Popery, as  it  favours  theNo- 
tion  of  Marriage  being  a  Sacrament.  The  Confutation 
of  this  abiurd  lenet,  I  fhall  relerve  to  a  followingHead. 

There  is  a  third  Interpretation,  which,  if  admitted, 
might  put  an  End  to  the  Controverfy.  Which  is  that  of 
thofe  who  underftand  the  Word  fantlified  in  the  former 
Claufe,  to  fignify  baptized  (and  in  fuch  a  Senfe  it  is  very 
often  us’d  in  the  Writings  of  the  Fathers)  and  the  Word 
Holy  in  the  latter  Claufe  to  intend  Chriftians  baptized 
(and  it  is  certain  that  the  Denomination  of  Saints  or  H6lyr 
which  is  the  fame  Word  in  the  Original,  is  commonly 
given  in  the  New  Teftament  to  baptized  Chriftians  \  as 
the  Infcription  of  moft  of  Paul's  Epiftles  to  theChurches 
witneflethj  To  the  Saints  in  fuch  a  Place,  at  Corinth ,  at 
EpbefuSyti t  Philippine.  T  hat  is, to  the  Churches  in  thofe 
Places,confifting  of  baptized  Chriftians)  and  fo  they  give 
the  Senfe  ;  the  Apoftle  in  advifing  the  believing  Wife  or 
Hufband  to  dwell  with  the  unbelievingYoke- Fellow, tells 
them  for  their  Encouragement,  The  unbelieving  Hufband 
has  been Janffified^  i.  e.  brought  over  to  the  ChriftianFaith 
and  Baptifm  by  the  believing  Wife  ;  fo  likewife  the  un¬ 
believing  Wile,  by  the  Hufband,  by  Means  of  their 
dwelling  together  in  conjugal  Relation  ;  otherwife  (faith 
he )  your  Children  had  remain’d  in  Heathenifm,  unclean, 
but  now  they  are  brought  to  Baptifm,  and  fo  made 
Chriftians, or  vifible  Saints.  T  his  Interpretation  is  efpouf- 
rd  by  many,  partieularlyDr.  Hammond y  and  DrT/b//,who 

tell 
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tell  us  that  the  ancient  Writers  generally  went  into  ir. 
And  though  there  are  ibme  Keafons  to  fupport  it,  (  and 
therefore  I  object  not  to  it  )  yet. I  prefer  the  commonly 
receivedSenfe,whichisprefer’dby  many  foundExpofitors, 
becaufe  it  is  moll  conformable  to  the  Scripture-Dialed, 
who  underhand  their  Children  being  Holy ,  in  the  fame 
Senfe  in  which  the  whole  vifible  Church  and  People  of 
Ifrael  are  Paid  to  be  an  holy  People ,  The  holy  Seed ,  Sic,  by 
Vertue  of  their  federal  Relation  to  God  whereby  they 
were  difcriminated  from  the  Heathen  Nations,  and  vifi- 
blyfeparated  to  theService  of  the  trueGod,as  his  peculiar 
People.  On  the  very  fame  Account,  I  have  fliewed,the 
fameDenomination  is  given  to  theNe\v-Teftament-7/?^r/, 
the  vifibleChriftian  Church  ;  An  Ploly  Nation^A peculiar 
People .  1  Pet.  2.  9.  This  then  is  the  true  and  plainScrip- 
ture-Notion  of  Holinefs,  which  Dr.  Gill  looks  upon  as 
fo  myfterious  a  Thing  ;  it  confifls,  I  fay,  in  a  Difcrimi- 
nation  from  what  is  common  and  unclean,  or  in  a  Sepa¬ 
ration  from  the  Infidel-Heathen- World,  and  Dedication 
to  God,  and  peculiar  Relation  to  him  in  Covenant  :  And 
this  either  external  and  vifible,  common  to  all  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  vifibleChurchjWho  are  therefore  vifibly  holy; 
or  internal  and  real,  proper  to  thofe  in  the  vifible  Church 
who  are  truly  regenerated  &  fanctified  by  theHolySpirit. 

So  the  Senfe  runs,  The  unbelieving  Hufband  is  fan  ft  i fie  d  by 
or  to  the  Wife ,  being  a  Reliever  (  admitting*  the  Turn 
Dr.Gz/7  gives  to  the  Greek  Prepolition  rendring  it  to) 
as  all  Things  are  pure  to  them  that  are  pure.  (Tit.  1 .  15.) 
And  all  Creatures,  Relations  and  Enjoyments, are  faid  to 
be  fan  ft  i fed  to  Believers  ( 1  Tim.  4.  4,  5,)  who  have  a 
gracious  Covenant-Right  to  the  Creatures, &  all  Things 
reftored  to  them  by  Chrift.  (1  Cor.  3.  2 1,  22,  23.)  All  * 
Things  are  for  their  Ufe  and  Benefit :  whatever  they  be 
in  their  own  Nature,  the  Believer  hath  a  lawful  and  holy 
Ufe  of  them.  So  the  unbelievingYoke-fellow  is  fanftified 
fo  far  as  concerns  the  believing  Party,  that  is,  for  lawful 
Cohabitation,  conjugal  Society, and  thePropagation  of  an 
holy  Covenant  Seed  ;  that  the  believing  Hufband  or 
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"Wile  may  lawfully,  and  with  a  good  Confcience,  dwell 
with  the  unbelieving  Confort,  even  while  he  or  (he  re¬ 
mains  a  Heathen  •,  it  not  being  theDefign  of  Chriftianity 
to  diffolve  the  Bonds  of  any  civil  Relation  :  Elfe ,  if  the 
believing  Party  could  not  with  a  good  Confcience  dwell 
with  the  Unbelieving,  but  they  ought  to  feparate,  then 
the  Children  born  of  fuch  a  Marriage,  ought  to  be  put 
away  as  unclean,  as  HeathenifhChildren  •,  as  theCafe  was 
refolved  in  .Ezra’s  Time,  according  to  the  jewifh  Law . 
Ezra  10.  3. — But  now ,  fince  the  Coming  or  Chrift,  and 
the  national  Difference  is  abolifhed,  the  Children  of  fuch 
Parents,  of  whom  the  one  is  a  Believer,  the  other  an 
Heathen,  are  to  be  accounted  Holy,  becaufe  fuch  Chil¬ 
dren  are  taken  into  God’s  Covenant,  with  the  believing 
Parent  ;  for  if  theRoot  be  holy ,  fo  .are  the  Branches.  Rom. 
11.  16.  When  the  Queftion  is.  Whether  fuch  Children 
are  to  be  reckon’d  to  theBelieving,or  thelnfidel  Parent, as 
being  either  of  the  holy  Seed,  or  of  the  uncleanGentiles  ? 
the  abounding  Grace  of  the  New-Covenant  carries  it  for 
the  Believer  :  So  the  Apoftle  has  determined.  And  the 
Argument  hence  for  baptizing  the  Infants  of  Chriftians, 
is  as  ftrong  as  if  it  were  ever  fo  manifeft,  that  the  Word 
Holy  fignified  fuch  as  were  baptized  *,  for  all  that  were 
vifibly  Holy,  being  in  Covenant  with  God,  all  viffbie 
Saints  either  are,  or  ought  to  be  baptized.  What  Dr. 
Gill  has  to  object  againft  this  Argument,  is  as  follows  ; 

(1.)  Pie  would  have  “  it  told  what  thefe  Covenant- 
cc  Privileges  are,  thatChildren  have  a  Claim  unto  by  vir- 
cc  tue  of  their  Covenant-Relation.  P.  73,  and  “  if  Bap- 
“  tifm  is  one  of  them,  that  muff  be  denied  (he  fays)  to 
cc  be  a  Covenant- Privilege.”  But  for  what  Reafon  ? 
6C  For  then  (he  fays)  all  the  Covenant-Ones  in  all  Ages 

ought  to  have  enjoyed  it  •,  whereas  they  have  not.” 

Let  us  try  the  Force  of  this  Realon,  the  Suppofkion  it 
goes  upon,  is,  That  can’t  be  aCovenant-Pri vilege,which 
all  the  Covenant-Ones  have  not  enjoyed  in  all  Ages  : 
Hence  it  follows,  there  can  be  no  New-Covenant-Privi- 
leges  :  But  was  not  the  Exhibition  of  Chrift  in  theFlefh, 
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and  the  clear,  fpiritual,  and  heavenly  Difpenfation  of  the 
Gofpel  a  Covenant- Privilege  ?  Was  it  not  the  greatBlef- 
ling  promifed  to  Abraham  ?  And  did  the  Covenant- Ones 
enjoy  it  in  all  Ages  ?  Did  not  Chrift  fay  to  his  Difciples, 
Macth.  13.16,17.  Bleffed  are  your  Eyes ,  jor  they  fee ,  and 
your  Ears,  for  they  hear  ;  fGr  verily  I  fay  unto  you ,  that 
many  Prophets  and  righteous  Men  have  defir ed  to  fee  thofe 
‘Things  which  ye  fee ,  and  have  not  feen  them ,  &c  ?  And 
were  not  thefeProohets &  righteousMenCovenant-Ones  ? 

A  s  * 

And  doth  not  the  Apoftle  fay  ("after  he  had  been  Speak¬ 
ing  of  the  Covenant-Ories.the  Believers  of  theOid-Tefta- 
ment )  Heb.  1 1.  39,  40.  Thefe  received  not  the  Promifes  ; 
God  having  provided  fome  better  Thing  for  us,  that  they 
without  us  fhould  not  be  made  perfect  ?  Was  not  Liberty 
from  the  Burthenfom  Rites  of  the  Mofaic  Law  an  emi¬ 
nent  Privilege  of  theNew-Covenant  of  Chrift  ?  Does  not 

O 

Dr.  Gill  affirm,  that  it  is  a  rich  Mercy  and  glorious  Privi¬ 
lege  of  the  Gofpel,  to  be  delivered  from  -the  unfupportable 
Yoke  of  Circumcifion  ?  Pa. 62.  And  was  this  enjoy’d  by 
the  Covenant-Ones  in  allAges  ?  Why  then  may  nor  Bap- 
tifin  be  a  Privilege  of  the  Gofpel  Covenant,  tho’  but  a 
vifibie  one  ?  But  fince  the  Covenant  of  Grace  is, both  in 
the  Conftitution  and  Difpenfation  of  it,  Matter  of  free, 
arbitrary  YTouchfafement,  it  is  incumbent  on  Dr.  Gill,  in 
order  to  maintain  hisAffertion,to  prove  that  the  Almighty 
has  any  where  tied  up  his  Hands  from  enlarging  or  add¬ 
ing  to  the  Privileges  of  it.  “  We  have  feen  already  (he 
faysj  thatCovenant-Intereft  gives  noRight  to  any  pofitive 
Infiitution, without  a  divineDirexftion  •,  and  that  Baptifm 
is  no  Seal  of  the  Covenant.’5  P.  74.  And  we  have  now 
feen  too,  on  what  weak  and  flighty  Grounds  fuch  Para¬ 
doxes  are  built,  and  how  eafily  they  are  overthrown. 

(2.)  He  would  have  it  “  told,  what  this  Covenant- 
Holinefs  is,  whether  real  or  imaginary”  ibid .  •  I  have 
told  him  what  it  is  ;  and  it  had  been  plainly  enough 
told  him  in  the  .Dialogue  *,  only  he  had  a  Mind  to 
make  a  Myftery  of  it,  and  to  amufe  &  perplex  the  Rea¬ 
der,  by  fceking  a  Knot  in  a  Bulrulh,  or  by  a  pretended 

Miftake 
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Miftake  of  the  Meaning,  to  avoid  giving  a  direct Anfwer 
to  it.  It  is  fuch  a  Holinefs  as  is  intended,  when  the  whole 
Church  and  People  of  Ifrael  are  called  holy,  Pfal,  50.  5. 
Gather  my  Saints  together  unto  me,  thofe  that  have  made  a 
Covenant  with  me  by  Sacrifice.  They  were  Saints,  holy, 
vilibly  fanftified  and  difcriminated  from  others,  and  fet 
apart  for  God  in  their  corning  into  Covenant  with  him, 
by  the  Solemnity  of  Sacrifice.  It  confifts  in  a  vifible 
Difcrimination  from  the  Unclean  and  Profane  World, 
and  a  lacred  Relation  to  God, as  his  vifibleCovenantPeo- 
ple,  as  has  been  laid.  And  this  is  a  real  Holinefs  ( as  op- 
pofed  to  imaginary)  confiding  in  a  real  vifibleTranfatti- 
on  of  the  Covenant  between  God  and  his  People  by  fo- 
lemn  Rites  and  Ordinances  ;  Tho’  as  real  is  oppofed  to 
meer  vifible  or  reputed  Holinefs, it  is  not  real, which  con¬ 
fifts  in  true  Sanftification  of  Heart  and  Life  :  5tis 
not  fuch  an  Holinefs  as  the  Covenant  requires  as  a 
Qualification  for  the  fpecial  fpiritual  Bleffings  and  Privi¬ 
leges  of  it,  but  an  Holinefs  which  the  Covenant  in  the 
very  Nature  of  it  derives  on  thole  that  are  taken  into  it, 
or  come  under  the  Engagements  of  it.  It  is  a  vifible,  or 
(if  he  will)  a  reputed  Holinefs,  which  qualifies  for  fuch 
a  vifible  Privilege  as  Baptifm.  “  But  fuch  an  Holinefs 
(he  faysj  can  never  qualify  for  a  New-Teftament  Ordi¬ 
nance.’5  I  Aniwer,  5  l  is  a  vifib!eHolinefs,and  that  only 
(in  for 0  Ecclejice )  that  qualifies  for  the  Ordinances  of  the 
vifible  Church.  Can  Dr.  Gill  deny,  that  Perfons  pro- 
feffing  Dedication  to  God, or  Faith  &  Repentance, are  to 
be  reputed  holy  ?  And  if  they  have  no  other  than  fuch 
a  reputedHolinefs  founded  in  a  credibleProfeffion  (which 
ought  to  fatisfy  a  Judgment  of  Charity )  can  he  deny  fuch 
Perfons  to  be  qualified  for  the  Ordinance  of  Baptilm  ? 
Real  inherent  Holinefs,  or  lancftifyingGrace  in  the  Heart 
can  be  known  only  to  the  Heart-fearching  God  ;  nor  is 
fuch  Knowlege  required  of  ohofc  whom  God  has  appoint¬ 
ed  to  adminifter  the  Ordinance,  as  it  muft  have  been, 
if  true  Holinefs  in  Heart  were  made  a  neceftary  Qualifi¬ 
cation  for  Admifiibn.  He  fays,  ibid  “Where  this  real  in¬ 
ward 
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ward  Holinefs  appears,  fuch  have  an  undoubtedRight  to 
the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm  ”  I  hope, Dr.  Gill's  Meaning  isr 
where  it  appears  to  a  charitable  Judgment  (which  is  the 
fame  Thing  with  a  reputed  Holinefs)  otherwife  if  he  in¬ 
tends  its  being  made  diftin&ively  evident  in  the  Sight  of 
Men,  before  a  Perfon  can  have  a  Right  to  Baptifm,  he 
xnuft  either  forbear  to  admit  any  more  Profelytes  to  his 
Mode  of  dipping,  or  pretend  to  the  Faculty  of  infallibly 
difcerning  Men's  Sincerity,  or  of  reading  the  Charafters 
of  the  Law  of  God  written  on  their  Hearts. 

(3.)  He  pretends  (ibid.)  that  “  Holinefs  appertaining 
to  the  Covenant  of  Grace  can  never  be  meant,  fince  it  is 
fuch  an  Holinefs  as  Unbelievers,  yea  asHeathens  are  laid 
to  have.”  But  this  is  to  be  denied  :  For  it  the  unbelieving 
Hujband  were  fanttified  to  God, in  the  proper  Senfe  of  the 
Word,  and  either  really  or  vifibly  brought  over  to  the 
Chriftian  Faith  &  Profeffion,  by  Means  of  his  believing 
Wife,  he  may  be  faid  to  be  made  holy,  but  not  to  be  the 
Subject  of  thisHolinefs  as  anUnbeiiever  or  an  Heathen, 
but  as  a  Chriftian  Convert.  But  the  unbelieving  Party 
is  not  faid  to  be  fanftined  in  Relation  to  God,  but  only 
in  Relation  to  the  believing  Hufband  or  Wife.  ThePri- 
*vilege  is  theBeliever’s.  TheSandlification  of  the  unbeliev¬ 
ing  Hufband  or  Wife  relates  to  and  depends  on  the 
Faith  and  Holinefs  of  the  believingRelative  ;  it  imports 
no  Change  of  Nature  or  State  in  the  Heathen  Wile  or 
Hufband,  but  remaining  Heathen,  it  is  the  Privilege  of 
their  refpeftive  believing  Yoke-Fellows,that  the  Relation 
is  fanftified  for  t#hem,to  their  lawful  and  holy  Ufe  *,  that 
their  embracing  the  Chriftian  Religion  does  not  dif- 
folve  the  Marriage-Relation,  but  fandlifies  it  to  the 
Chriftian  Party  *,  that  they  might  enjoy  the  Comforts  of 
it  in  a  more  pure  and  holy  Manner,  though  it  be  not 
thus  fandtined  to  the  Unbeliever.  It  is  therefore  a  grand 
Miftake  in  our  Author, to  affirm  that  “  their’s  and  their 
Children’s  Holinefs  muft  be  of  the  fameKind  &  Nature.” 
For  the  Words  imply  no  Holinefs  at  all  in  the  unbeliev¬ 
ing  Heathen  Parent,  any  more  than  in  Meats ,  when  they 
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are  faid  to  be  fanffified  to  them  that  believe.  1  Tim. 4. 3, 5, 
3 1  is  purely  with  Regard  to  the  believing  Party,  and  as  a 
Privilege  accruing  to  him  or  her  byFaith  in  Chrift,  that 
the  Apoftle  faith,  Dhe  unbelieving  Hufband  or  Wife  is 
fanftified  by,or  to,  the  believing  Wile  or  Hufband.  But 
when  he  fpeaks  of  their  Children,  he  doth  not  fay,  their 
Children  are  fandtified  by,  or  to  their  Parents  ;  but,  they 
are  holy ,  and  that  in  Oppofition  to  the  Children  of  the 
Heathen, the  unclean.  He  fpeaks  of  it  as  a  Privilege  that 
terminates  in  their  Children ^they  are  holy ^  not  in  Relation 
to  any  other  but  God  only,  who  challenges  a  Propriety  in 
them,  being  comprehended  in  his  holy  Covenant.  This 
is  a  very  different  Manner  .of  Expreffion,  and  plainly  re¬ 
quires  a  different  Interpretation  from  that  in  the  former 
Claufe,  of  the  Sanctification  of  the  unbelievingHufband, 
which  cannot  be  underftood  in  Relation  to  God,  nor  has 
he,being  anHeathen,fo  much  as  a  vifible  Covenant-Ho- 
linefs,  but  in  Relation  only  to  the  believingWife,  as  has 
been  obferv’d  :  therefore  the  fuppos’d  Holinefs  of  the  un¬ 
believing  Parent,  and  that  of  theChildren,  are  of  a  very 
different  Nature  and  Kind.  And  this  one  Obfervation 
entirely  obviates,  and  overthrows, 

His  fourth  Objection,  which  is  founded  on  this  mift^, 
ken  Suppofition,  that  the  Holinefs  of  the  unbelieving 
Parent,  and  that  of  the  Children,  of  whole  Parents  one 
is  a  Believer,  is  the  fame,  and  thence  argues,  “  that  if 
<c  Children  by  Virtue  of  this  Holinefs  have  a  Claim  to 
<c  Baptifm,  then  much  more  their  unbelieving  Parents 
cc  who  were  fandtified  before  them.”  Anfw .  The  unbe¬ 
lieving  Hufband  being  faid  to  be  fan 61  i Bed  by  the  believ¬ 
ing  Wife, can’t  be  underftood  to  import  his  deriving  any 
Holinefs  from  the  believing  Wife  (efpecially  while  he 
continues  unbelieving)  by  Virtue  whereof  he  can  lay 
Claim  to  Baptifm.  Tho\  it  may  be  granted,  that  he  is 
fo  far  fan  (Stifled  by  his  Relation  to  his  Chriftian  Wife, 
that  nothing  hinders  his  receiving  Baptifm,  but  wilfull 
Refufal  of  his  Confent  to  the  Chriftian  Covenant.  But  I 

have  already  fufSciently  explain’d  that  Phrafe.  The  Ho¬ 
linefs 
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iinefs  that  qualifies  for  Baptifm,  is  the  Prerogative  of  the 
Seed,  as  Tertullian  fpeaks.*  God’s  Covenant  is  with  the 
Believer  and  his  Seed,  not  with  the  Believer  &  his  Hea¬ 
then  Wife,  or  with  the  Heathen  Hufband.  How  far 
u  the  Holinefs  of  the  Children  depends  on  the  Sanclifi- 
“  cation  of  the  unbelieving  Parent,”  I  fhall  fliew  under 
the  next  Head. 

(5.)  He  proceeds  to  lay  down  his  own  Opinion  con* 
cerning  the  Holinefs  here  fpoken  of  :  “  Thefe  Words 
(he  fays)  are  to  be  underftood  of  a  matrimonial  Holi¬ 
nefs.”  This  Interpretation  has  been  before  rejected  :  and 
I  fhall  now  give  the  Reafons  why  it  cannot  be  admitted, 
(1  )  Neither  the  Word  JanTlified  in  the  former  Claufe, 
nor  the  Word  holy  in  the  latter,  do  ever  occur  in  this 
Senfe  in  Scripture.  Tho’  both  thefe  Words  are  moll  fre¬ 
quently  ufed  therein,  and  applied  to  God,  to  Chrift,  to 
Men, and  to  otherThings  in  different  Senfe s  *,  yet  are  no 
where  found  in  facred  Writ  to  have  fuch  a  Mean¬ 
ing  as  that  the  one  fhould  fignify  married^ or  efpoufed^ and 
the  other  legitimate .  Neither  theHebrewWord  Kadafh  in 
any  of  its  Conjugations  ( tho’  of  a  very  largeSignification) 
nor  the  Greek  Word  Hagiazo  that  anfwers  it,  and  figni- 
fies  to  fanffify^  have  ever  fuch  a  Senfe  as  this  put  upon 
them  inScripture.  And  ourAuthor  might  be  confcious  of 
this, and  therefore  for  the  Support  of  his  Opinion,  has  re- 
courfe  to  the  Jewifli  Dodtors,  in  whofeWritings,it  feems, 
he  finds  Marriage  or  Efpoufal  exprefs’d  by  a  Word  in  their 
Language,  v/hich  fignifies  to  fanftify,  and  he  produces  a 
large  Citation  from  the  Mijhna ,  which  contains  the  tra¬ 
ditional  Law  of  the  Jews,  wherein  (he  fays)  cc  the  Word 
fanthfy  is  ufed  no  lefs  than  ten  Times  for  marrying  or  ef- 
poufingf ’  But  if  he  could  have  found  it  once  to  have 
that  Signification  in  the  HolyScriptures,  that  would  have 
been  of  more  W eight  and  Value,  than  if  he  had  found  it 
an  hundred  Times  in  the  JewifhWritings  of  laterTimes, 

.  fuch 

*  Apoflolus  ex  fan&ificato  alterutro  Sexu  Sanftos  procreari  ait ;  tam 

ex  S  e/m  ms  Pr<zrogaticvti  quam  ex  inftuuuonis  Difciplina,  Ter  full* 

De  Amina, 
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fuch  as  the  Mifhna  is,  Buttho’  there  are  fome  Phrafes 
of  Scripture,  feme  proverbial  Speeches  and  the  like,  that 
more  rarely  occur,  which  may  be  illuftrated  by  the  Ufe 
of  the  Words  in  Rabbinical  Authors  :  Yet  when  a  Text 
is  fufficientiy  clear,  of  it  felf,  and  befides  is  confirmed  by 
the  conftant  Ufe  of  the  Words  in  other  Scriptures,as  are 
the  Words  under  Confideration  *,  it  is  perfectly  needlefs 
to  have  Recourfeto  the  Writings  of  the  Rabbles ,  which 
perhaps  may  rather  darken,  than  explain  theSenfe  :  And 
it  argues  a  defperate  Caufe,to  have  Need  of  fuch  a  Sup¬ 
port  :  Nor  is  it  probable,  that  the  Apoftle  makes  Ufe  of 
Words  here  in  any  other  than  their  commonly  known 
Senfe  in  Scripture.  But  whatever  be  the  Meaning  of  the 
Word  San tli fed,  the  main  Difpute  turns  upon  the  Mean¬ 
ing  of  the  Word  Holy,  as  applied  to  the  Children  of  the 
Believer  :  Does  that  mean  efpoufed  too  ?  For  that  it  fhould 
mean  Legitimate ,  he  cannot  prove  from  Scripture,  nor 
does  he  attempt  to  prove  it  from  any  Rabbinical  Autho¬ 
rities.  But  if  Scripture- Authority  may  be  b eft  vouch’d  to 
explain  itfelf,  the  Cafe  plainly  appears  to  be  this.  The 
Corinthians  had  written  to  the  Apoftle,  for  his  Rcfoluti- 
on  of  feveral  Cafes  of  Confidence  ;  one  whereof  was  this 
(as  appears  by  his  Anfwer  to  it  from  /.  12.  to/.  17. — ) 
Whether  Marriage- Society  between  a  Believer  &  an  Un¬ 
believer,  between  a  Chriftian  Profeflof  and  an  Heathen, 
fhould  be  continued, or  diflolved  ?  It  was  a  Cafe  that  fre¬ 
quently  happened  in  thofe  primitive  Times  of  theGofpel, 
that  one  of  the  Partners  in  Marriage,  the  Hufband,  or 
Wife,  embrac’d  the  Chriftian  Faith,  while  the  other  re¬ 
main’d  an  Infidel ;  and  theGround  of  the  forementioned 
Scruple  might  be  the  Jewifh  Lav/,  which  forbad  Marri¬ 
age  with  the  Idolatrous  Heathen  *,  according  to  which 
Law,  it  wras  refolved  in  Ezra9 s  Time,  that  the  Worfhip- 
pers  of  the  true  God,  called  the  Holy  Seed, who  had  join’d 
in  Marriage  with  the  unclean  Gentiles,  fhould  put  away 
their  Wives,  and  Juch  as  were  born  of  them .  Ezra  10.  3. 
The  Apoftle  refolves  theCafc  thus  ;  That  Marriage-So¬ 
ciety  fhould  continue  between  the  Chriftian  &  the  Hea¬ 
then, 
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then, and  that  the  Chriftian  Hufband,or  Wife,  fhould  noc 
feparatefrom  the  Heathen  Wife, or  Hufband,  as  long  as 
the  Heathen  were  content  to  live  with  the  Chriftian. 

J2,  13.  And  he  gives  this  Reafon,  14.  For  the  unbe¬ 
lieving  Hufband^  is  fanffified  by  the  (  believing)  IVife,  &c. 
Not  only  is  the  Marriage  lawful,  and  not  to  be  diffolved, 
as  the  Jewifh  Matches  with  Heathens  were  }  but  more¬ 
over,  the  Relation  is  fandlified  to  the  believing  Partner, 
(through  the  Faith  or  Chrift,)  to  whom  all  Things,  Per- 
tons,  and  Relations  an  pure,  and  may  be  poflefs’d  and 
us’d  with  a  pure  Confidence  :  And  it  is  fandified  by 
Means  of  theBeliever’sPrivilege  in  theCovenant  ofChrift, 
to  the  Propagation  of  a  holy  Covenant-HTiie.  Elfe  (faith 
the  Apoftle  )  if  the  Cafe  ftood  as  it  did  in  the  Days  of 
Ezra  and  Nehemiah, you  muft  not  only  be  feparated  from 
your  Infidel  Heathen  Yoke-Fellows,  your  Marriage-So¬ 
ciety  with  them  being  unfancliiied,  unclean  and  defiling 
to  you  (therefore  theSeparation  of  theFIolySeed  is  called 
r leanfing  them  from  their  ftrange  Wives.  Neb.  13.  90  ) 
but  your  Children  alfo  muft  be  put  away,  as  not  beino- 
of  the  Holy  Seed ,  but  as  the  unclean  Children  of  the  Gen- 
dies  ;  as  the  Cafe  was  then  determined,  Ezra  10.3.  But 
vow  under  the  Difpenfa  ion  of  theGofpe!(fince  thejewifh 
inclofure  is  taken  down,  and  the  Gentiles  admitted  into 
:he  viiible  Chriftian  Church,  who  before  were  efteemed 
andean  •,  for  whofeAdmiffion  therefore  theApoftlePrAr 
vas  prepar’d  by  a  Vifion  from  Fleaven,  which  tauHic 
)im  not  henceforth  to  call  theGentiles, Common  or  Un- 
Tan,  being  to  be  received  to  the  Ordinances  of  the 
Chriftian  Church  inFellowfhip  with  theJews,Yb?.  10  28.) 
slow  (faith  he)  your  Children  areHoly,  i.e.  viftbiyFIoly, 
ieing  within  the  Church  and  Covenant,  and  appertain- 
ag  to  the  Holy  Seed  ;  and  not  to  be  fhut  out  as  unclean, 
"his  Interpretation  is  analogous  toScripture,and  we  need 
ot  leek  elfewhere  for  the  Senfe  of  the  Text  (2.  )Ic  feems 
vident,that  the  Holinefs  of  the  Children,  is  made  to  de¬ 
end  on  the  believing  Parent’s  Privilege  and  Intereft  in 
le  Covenant ;  And  theSan&ification  of  the  unbelieving 
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Partner,  relates  only  to  theBelieving,as  aPrivilege  accru¬ 
ing  to  him  or  her  thro'Faith  in  Chrift.  And  in  thisSenfe 
it  is  granted, that  thcSandificaticn  of  the  unbelieving  Pa¬ 
rent  is  neceffary  to  the  Holinds  of  the  Children  ;  for 
if  the  Heathen  Yoke-fellow  were  as  much  unfandified 
and  unclean  to  the  Believer,  under  the  Gofpel,  as  under 
the  Jewifh  Peculiarity,  the  Children  would  not  be  holy, 
but  unclean.  But  what  a  poor  lame  Senfe  is  put  upon 
the  Apofrie’s  Words, (according  toDr.G/7/,  and  hisPartv) 
il  the  meaning  were  no  more,  than  that  the  unbelieving 
Hup  and  is  married  to  thelVife  \  and  then,  who  could  doubt 
it,  the  unbelieving  Wife  is  married  to  the  Hufband  ? 
Elfe ,  i.e.  if  their  Parents  were  not  lawfully  married,  they 
might  eafily  conclude,  if  the  Apoftle  had  not  told  them, 
that  their  Children  were Baffards  *,  but  their  Parents  being 
married,  they  wer ^Legitimate  *,  what  great. Myftery  does 
the  Apoftle  reveal  to  them  in  all  this  ?  But  in  the  Senfe 
above  given,  he  declares  to  them  a  preciousGofpel-Truth 
and  Privilege,  that  the  National  Diftindion  of  Jews  and 
Gentiles,  as  of  clean  and  unclean,  is  now  taken  away  by 
Chrift  *,  fo  that  the  Children  born  of  Parents,  whereof 
one  is  a  Believer,  the  other  an  Infidel,  are  to  be  reputed 
as  of  the  Holy  Seed,  the  Marriage-Relation  and  Society 
being  fandified  to  the  Believer.  (3.)  Taking  matrimo¬ 
nial  Holinefs  to  be  here  intended,  this  could  not  remove 
the  Scruple  of  the  Corinthians  \  they  knew  already,  as 
well  as  the  Apoftle  could  tell  them,  that  they  were  law¬ 
fully  married,  and  that  their  Children  born  in  fuch  Mar¬ 
riage,  were  Legitimate  •,  this  was  not  their  Scruple,  but 
fuppofing  this,  the  Queftion  was,  Whether  one  of  the 
Partners  continuing  in  Pagan ifm  &  Infidelity,  were  not 
a  Reafon  fufficient  for  diffoiving  the  Marriage  ?  Or  whe¬ 
ther,  the  believingPartner  could  with  a  good  Confcience, 
and  without  Sin,  cohabit  with  fuch  an  Infidel  in  that  Re¬ 
lation  ?  And  theApoftle’s  Anfwer  in  the  Words,  as  they 
have  been  explain’d, is  direft,  pertinent  and  iatisfadory  : 
But  if  we  underftand  him  fpeaking  of  a  matrimonialHo- 
linefs,  he  leaves  the  main  Queftion  unrefolv’d.UQl  heir 
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Children  are  faid  to  bzHolyJn  fuch  a  Senfe  ns  is  oppos’d 
to  Unclean.  Now  the  lenn  Unclean ,  is  mold  commonly 
given  in  Scripture,  either  to  Heathens  without  the  visi¬ 
ble  Church,  and  Strangers  from  the  Covenant  ;  or  to 
thofe  in  the  vifibieChurch,who  were  under  fome  ceremo¬ 
nial  Pollution,  that  rendred  them  unfit  for  facred  Ordi¬ 
nances*  or  under  the  guilt  of  moral  T/anfgrefiion  ;  but 
iris  never  given  to  illegitimate  Children  ;  and  therefore 
the  Oppofition  between  the  Terms  of  Unclean  and  Holyn 
makes  it  manifeft  that  theHolinefs  of  Children  here  fpo- 
ken  ok  mud  intend  a  vifible  federal  Holinefs  &  Fitnefs- 
for  the  Ordinances  of  the  Church,  as  far  as  their  Capaci¬ 
ties  will  admit  :  And  it  need  not  be  repeated,  that  Bap- 
tilm  is  fuch  an  Ordinance  as  the  Infants  of  Believers  have 
this  Capacity  and  Fitnefs  for.  (LaftlyJ  Fie  endeavours 
to  confirm  his  Opinion  by  fome  Authorities.  Bu xJeromy 
who  is  one  of  his  Authors,  is  reprefented  b^  Cretins  (in 
his  Comment  on  the  Placets  having  a  differentThought ; 
and  underflanding  their  Children  to  be  called  Holy ,  for 
this  Reafon,  becaufe  they  were  Candidates  of  the  Faith 3 
and  born  and  educated  without  the  Defilements  of  Idolatry. 
And  Mufculus  who  is  another, is  noted  for  being  Angular 
in  this  Opinion  among  the  Reformed  But  not  to°exa- 
mine  the  Authors  he  refers  to,  only  by  giving  us  their' 
Names,  how  far  they  conceeded  to  his  Senfe,  and  with 
what  Views  and  Limitations ;  it  will  readily  be  granted 
to  Dr.  G/7/,  that  this  is  no  new  or  Angular  Fancy,  but 
had  been  darted  long  before  heWrote  ;  but  theQuedion 
is,  What  Reafon  is  thereto  Support  it  ?  This  I  ha\. 
never  feen.and  therefore  rejed  it  as  a  groundlefsConceit, 
for  the  Reafons  by  which  1  have  confirm’d  theoppofite 
Interpretation. 

I  (hall only  further  add,that  finceour  Author  has  fail’d  of 
producing  any  Authority  from  his  Kabbt9s^  to  determine  the 
Meaning  of  the  Word  Holy ,  which  is  the  main  Thing  in 
^uedion  •,  I  Jfhall  endeavour  in  fome  Sort  to  fuply  that 
Defe^byaQuotation  fromDr.L^/^^jOurEnglij[h^^; 
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who  in  his  Exercitations  on  thisPaffage  obferves,*  That 
the  Apoftle’s  Diicourfe  .  turns  not  upon  this  Hinge, 
namely,  whether  a  Son  fprung  from  Parents,  whereof 
44  one  was  a  Chriftian,  the  other  a  Heathen,  be  a  Legiti- 
44  mate  Iffue,  but  wThether  it  be  a  Chriftian  Iftue.  For  it 
is  fufficiently  known, that  theWordf Kedcfhim )  ( Hagioi) 
holy ,  is  frequently  taken  for  thofe  that  profefsChriftia- 
nity  :  and  fo  the  Word  ( Kedufhab )  Holinefs  in  the 
Talmudifts,  is  taking  in  a  largeSenfe.”  And  he  quotes  fe- 
veral  Railages  from  the  Talmud, which  agree  to  thisSenfe : 
it  lhall  fuffiee  to  mention  but  one. 

\fJevamoth, Fo!.  42.  x.]  44  An  Hufband  and  Wife  being 
54  made  Profelytes,are  feparatedfrom  each  other  ninety  Days, 

44  that  DiftinUion  might  be  made  between  an  Iffue  born  in 
44  Holinefs ,  and  an  Ijfue  born  out  of  Holinefs.”  From  this 
and  divers  other  likeForms  of  Speech  inUfe  amongthem, 
he  fhews  it  is  very  plain,  that  44  an  Offspring  born  out  of 
44  Holinefs, was  an  Offspring  born  while  the  Parents  w7ere 
64  yet  Heathens  :  within  Holinefs ,  when  they  were  now 
44  made  Profelytes.  In  the  fameSenfe  theApoftle,Your 
44  Children  are  born  in  Holinefs ,  that  is,  within  Chriftia- 
44  nity,  if  either  Father  or  Mother  be  Chriftian  *,  and  the 
44  Children  themfelves  are  holy,  that  is,  Chriftians.” 
And  he  obferves  further, that  44  th zHeathen  were  reckon’d 
44  by  the  Jejvs  for  unclean ,  and  fo  unclean  indeed,  that 
44  they  could  not  contrail  Uncleannefs,  no,  not  from  the 
44  molt  unclean  Thing,  a  Sepulchre.  Hence  Heathen 
*4  Children  were  to  them  [akathartd\  Unclean  •,  and  the  ■ 
Children  of  ]csNsfHagia\Holy.  To  which  Senfe  very 
well  krvAvn  in  the  Nation,  theApoftle  alludes  in  thefe 
44  Words.”  Thus  he.  Whence  it  appears,  that  whatever 
Application  or  Ufe  the  Jewifh  Doctors  made  of  the  fore¬ 
going  Term ,  fanblified,  yet  the  known  Ufe  of  the  Word 
holy  among  them,  as  oppos’d  to  unclean ,  was  to  fignify  a 
State  of  Profelytifm  to  the  true  Religion  •,  perfectly  a- 
g, Table  to  the  Senfe  already  given  inOppofuion  to  a  ma¬ 
trimonial  Holinels. 

Y.  The 

*  Hot.  TIebr.  &  Talmud,  in  Loc« 
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V.  The  next  Paflage  produc’d  in  the  Dialogue  in  fa¬ 
vour  of  Infant- Baptifm,  which  is  controverted  by  Dr, 
Gilly  are  the  Words  of  Institution, or  the  Co  mm  iff;  on  our 
Lord  gave  his  Apoftles,  Mat.  28.19,20.  Go ye,and  teach 
all  Nations ,  baptizing  them  &c.  'Teaching  them  to  obferve 
all  Things  whatfoever  I  have  commanded  you.  Now  fup- 
pofing  Infants  Subjeds  capable  and  qualified  for  this  Or¬ 
dinance  of  Baptifm,  according  to  the  Rule  of  the  Cove¬ 
nant,  which  has  been  abundantly  prov’d,  thefeWords  of 
the  Commiftion  afford  as  clear  a  Warrant  for  their  Bap¬ 
tifm,  as  for  that  of  the  Adult.  To  this  Purpofe  lep  me 
obferve, 

Firfi.  That  theObjed  to  whom  thisCommiflion  given 
by  our  Saviour  to  his  Apoftles  is  extended, is  indefinitely, 
or  rather  univerfally  exprefs’d  ;  all  Nations ,  i.  e.  all  the 
Gentile  Nations, who  were  diftinguifhed  from,  &  oppos’d 
to  the  one  Nation  of  the  Jews,  to  which  the  Church  of 
God  had  been  for  a  long  Time  confined;  and  the  Corn- 
million  firft  given  to  the  Apoftles,  during  Chrift’s  perfo- 
nal  Miniftry,  was  limitted  to  that  Nation,  Mat.  10.  5. 
Go  not  into  the  Way  of  the  Gentiles .  But  now  their  Com- 


miffion  after  hfs  Refurredion  is  enlarg’d,  and  not  only 
takes  off  the  Prohibition  and  Reftraint  they  were  under 
from  preaching  theGofpel  to  the  Gentiles,  but  authorizes 
and  impowers  them  to  perform  the  minifterial  Ads  of 
it  to  all  Nations ,  to  bring  them  into  the  Church  of  God. 
And  if  but  one  Nation  were  entirely  difcipled  or  profe- 
ly ted  to  Chrift,  as  the  Commiffion  fuppofes  it  might  be, 
that  one  Nation  would  have  been  (what  the  one  Nation  of 
the  Jews  had  ever  been;  a  vififale  Church  of  God, includ¬ 
ing  their  Infant- Children,  which  were  ever  included  in 
the  Jewifh  Church.  And  the  aggregate  Term iNations9 
comprehends  every  Age  and  Sex,  Men  Women  &  Chil¬ 
dren.  The  Apoftles  by  their  Miniftry  laid  a  Foundation 
for  bringing  all  Nations  into  the  Church  &  Kingdom  of 
Chrift.  But  this  was  defigned  to  be  theWork  of  Time, 
and  not  fully  to  be  accomplished  ’till  the  Times  of  the 
feventh  Trumpet, when  the  Nations  and  Kingdoms  of  this 
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World ,  fhall  become  the  Kingdoms  of  cur  Lord  and  of  his 
Chrift ,  Rev.  1 1.  15.  And  when  this  Time  fhall  come, 
when  whole  Nations  and  Kingdoms  fhall  become  fubjebt 
to  Chrift,  is  there  the  leaft  Ground  tor  the  Exception  of 
Infant  Children  ?  If  not,  who  fhall  deny  them  the  ap¬ 
pointed  Livery  of  his  Subjects  ?  The  Principles  of  our 
Adverfaries,in  fhuttingChildren  out  of  the  vifibleChurch 
of  Chrift,  render  it  impoflible  that  the  Kingdoms  of  this 
World  lhould  become  intirely  the  vifibleKingdomof  our 
Lord  Jefus.  For  do  not  Children,  or  fuch  as  are  in  the 
State  and  Capacity  of  Infants,  make  up  a  great  Part  of 
the  Kingdoms  of  this  World  ?  And  if  thefe  be  left 
out  of  the  Kingdom  of  Chrift,  they  muft  fall  to  the 
Kingdom  of  the  Devil  *,  and  fo  the  Devil  will  ftill  have 
a  great  Share,  near  Half  of  theKingdoms  of  this  World, 
when  ChrifPs  Kingdom  fhall  be  moft  glorioufly  enlarged 
and  advanced.  And  fo  Nations  and  Kingdomsvasfuch, 
can  never  become  fubjebt  toChrift  ;  contrary  to  theTenor 
of  Scripture  Prophecies, and  to  the  Intention  of  thisCom- 
million  fir  ft  given  to  the  Apoftles,  to  difciple  &  baptize 
all  Nations  ;  which  by  the  Prefence  of  Chrift  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecution  of  it,  and.the  Poveer  of  his  Spirit, fhall  be  made 
e  fie  (filial  for  the  bringing  in  all  Nations  to  him  at  la  ft. 

Secondly ,  Let  us  obferve  the  minifterial  Abts  directed 
to  and  enjoined  in  thisCommiffion, which  are  thefe  three, 

(1)  Leach  or  difciple  all  Nations  ;  (2)  Baptize  them  \ 

(2)  Leach  them  to  obferve  &c  The  Word  rendred  to 
teach  before  Baptifm  (it  is  commonly  ohferved)  lignifies 
in  the  Original  to  difciple ,  or  to  makeDifciples  or  Profe- 
Jytes  of  all  Nations  :  This  is  acknowledged  by  the  moft 
je  rned  of  our  Adverfaries,  and  by  Dr.  Gill  particularly, 
who  builds  a  Criticifm  upon  it.  P.  79.  and  is  very  diffe¬ 
rent  from  the  Word  rendred  teaching  afterBaptifm,which 
intends  a  fuller  Inftrubiion  in  the  Dobtrines  and  Laws  of 
Chrift,  to  be  obferved  by  the  baptized.  So  that  here  is 
nothing  in  this  Commiftion  that  virtually  or  implicitly 
debars  the  Infants  of  Believers  from  Baptilm  *,  but  it 
oimhc  iuftly  to  be  conftrued  as  an  Injunction  to  baptize 
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them,  as  Part  of  the  Nations  that  fnould  be  difcipled  to 
Chrift  For  the  common  Objeftion  (viz. Infants  cannot 
be  taught,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  baptized  ;  for 
Chrift’sCommand  is,  teach  and  baptize.)  ThisObjeftion, 
I  fay,is  remov’d  by  admitting  the  Word  teach  to  fignify, 
make  Difciples,  for  Infants  can  &  may  be  made  Difciples. 
Hence  I  argue,  that  the  Infants  of  Parents  prolelyted  to 
Chriftianity  are  m§de  Difciples  of  Chriff,  together  with 
their  Parents,  and  therefore  ought  robe  baptized  ;  for  all 
Difcples  ought  to  be  baptized.  ’Tis  granted, that  adult 
Perfons  among  Jews  or  Heathens  could  be  no  otherwife 
made  Difciples  of  Chrift,  than  by  teaching  ;  therefore 
Chrift  fent  out  hisApoftles  to  preach  the  Gofpel  to  them  : 
But  upon  the  ParentsConverfion  St  Difciplefhip  toChrift, 
their  Children,  asParts  of  themfelves,were  madeDifciples 
with  them,  and  as  fuch,  admitted  into  Chrift’s  School, 
and  taken  under  his  Difcipline,  with  their  Parents.  It 
can’t  be  denied,  that  the  little  Children  of  Profelytes  to 
the  Jewifh  Religion,  were  efteemed  Profelytes,  or  which 
is  the  fame  Thing,  Difciples  of  Mofes ,  and  obliged  to 
learn  and  obferve  the  Law  of  Mofes  •,  and  the  lame  Rea- 
fon  holds  under  the  Chriftian  Difpenfation,  why  the  little 
Children  of  Chriftian  Parents  fhould  be  received  as  Pro- 
felytes  or  Difciples  of  Chrift,  becaufe,as  has  been  prov’d, 
the  Covenant  takes  in  the  Children  of  profeffingBehevers 
under  the  Gofpel.  Such  Infants  being  the  Difciples  of 
Chrift,  are  to  be  baptized  ;  for  the  minifterial  Acts  of 
difeipling  and  baptizingpre  of  equal  Extent :  In  fo  much 
that  there  needed  no  exprels  Di  reft  ion  for  the  baptizing 
of  the  Infants  of  Chriftians,  any  more  than  fuppofmg  our 
Saviour  had  continued  theUfe  of  Circumcifion  under  the 
New  Teftament,  and  had  faid  in  the  Commiffion  to  his 
Difciples, Go,  difciple  the  Nations *  circumcijing  them  ;  there 
had  needed  any  exprefs  Direction  for  circumcifing  their 
Infant-Children  ;  for  who  can  make  anyDoubt,  but  that 
would  have  been  his  Meaning  ?  fince  it  was  the  common 
and  known  Cuftom  of  thejewifh  Church  to  circumcife  all 
theMalc- Infants  of  Profelytes.  And  fince  it  was  aCufton* 
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as  well  known  to  the  Jewifh  Nation,  to  baptize  alfo  all 
the  Infant  Children  of  Profelytes,  the  Apoftles  could  be 
as  little  at  a  Lofs,  whether  the  Children  of  ChriftianPro- 
felytes  were  to  be  baptiz’d,  as  on  Suppofuion  Chrifc  had 
order  d  Circumafion  in  his  Commifiion,  they  would  be, 
whether  they  fhould  circumcife  them.  That  the  bap- 
tiling  of  Profelytes,  and  their  young  Children,  was  a 
known  and  ufual  PVabtice  among  the  Jews,  long  before 
the  Days  of  our  Saviour,  I  have  (hewed  from  the  Tefti- 
mony  of  divers  learned  Men,  well  (kill’d  in  the  Jewifh 
Cuftoms.  There  are  fuch  Sayings  as  thefe  (quoted  from 
their  ancient  Writings  by  Dr.  Lightfoot  f  and  others) 
They  baptize  a  little  Profelyte  according  to  the  Judgment 
of  the  Sanhedrim .  That  is— if  he  be  depriv'd  of  his  Father , 
and  his  Mother  brings  him  to  be  made  a  Profelyte . —  Ano¬ 
ther,  If  with  a  Profelyte ,  his  Sons  and  his  Daughters  are 
made  Profelytes  alfo ,  that  which  is  dene  ly  their  Father ,  re¬ 
dounds  to  their  Good”  Again,  u  If  an  Ifraelite  take  a 
Gentile  Child >  cr  find  a  Gentile  Infant ,  and  baptize  him  in 
the  Name  of  a  Profelyte ,  behold  he  is  a  Profelyte .”  And 
divers  others  the  like.  Since  therefore  it  was  a  cuftomary 
and  known  Thing  among  the  Jews  to  admit  little  Chil¬ 
dren  Profelytes  by  Baptifm,  even  all  the  Infants  of  pro- 
felyted  Parents,  as  well  as  to  circumcife  all  their  Males ; 
it  is  no  wonder  at  all,  that  our  Lord, when  he  was  pleas’d 
to  take  this  Rite  of  Baptifm  for  his  New-Teftament-Sa- 
cramentof  Initiation,  makes  no  exprefs  mention  of  In¬ 


fants  in  his  Commifiion  to  baptize  ;  feeing  it  might  be 
well  taken  for  granted,  that  the  known  Cuftom  of  the 
Jewifh  Church  in  admitting  Profelytes,  might  ferve  for  a 
plain  and  fufficient  Direction  to  them  as  to  the  Subjects 
of  Baptifm.  It  might  rather  have  been  expected,  that 
there  fhould  have  been  tyi  expreisException  of  Infants  in 


the  Commifiion,  if  it  had  been  our  Saviour’s  Mind,  that 
they  fhould  not  be  baptized  :  But  there  being  no  fuch 
Exception  exprefs ’d  or  implied,  the  Commifiion  fudy 
empowers  and  warrants  the  baptizing  them,  no  lefs  than 
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adult  Profelytes.  Now  let  me  proceed  to  a  fewRemarks 
on  Dr.  Gill's  Exception  to  this  PafTage. 

(i.)He  lays,  P.79.  “  TheCommifFion  does  not  enjoin 
thebaptizing  of  all  Nations,  but  the  baptizing  of  fuchas 
“  are  taught.55  And  heendeavours  to  make  this  appear  by 
a  criticalObfervation  on  the  Words,  “that  theMafculine, 
Aut  oiis ,  t  hem  fin  the  W  o  r  d  s  baptizing  them  )  c  a  n  n  o  t  be  t  h  e  R  e- 
lative  x.oEthnee, Nations, which  is  oftheNeuterGender,butto 
Maiheetasy Difciples,  which  is  iuppos’d  (he  fays)&  contain’d 
in  theWord  MatheeteufatefVeach  or  make Difciples  D  There¬ 
fore  inconsequence  of  thisCriticifm,  he  fhould  have  faid, 
the  Commiflion  does  not  enjoin  the  baptizing  of  all  Na¬ 
tions,  but  of  fuch  as  are  made  Difciples.  Bur  I  Reply 
(1.)  The  making  Difciples ,  and  baptizing ,  are  Minifter;al 
Ads  of  equal  Extent,  and  plainly  relate  to  all  Nations  : 
the  Commiffion  impowers  and  enjoins  the  Minillers  of 
Chrift  to  Difciple  all  Nations ,  and  to  admit  them  into  the 
Chriftian  Church  by  Baptifm.  (2.)  His  Criticifm  is 
chargeable  with  two  Faults.  It  is  groundlefs  and  ufelefs, 
(i.J  It  is  groundlefs  ;  for  a  Word  of  the  Neuter  Gender 
figni  ying  a  Perfon,  or  Perfons,  hath  often  in  the  Greek 
Language  a  Relative  of  the  Mafculine  Gender,  to  agree 
with  ir.  This  might  be  prov’d  by  a  Variety  of  In  dances  ; 
I  ihall  produce  but  one,  which  is  pertinent  and  unexcep¬ 
tionable,  it  is,  Rom.  2.  14.  For  when  the  Gentiles,  Ethnee, 
(the  very  Word  here  in  Matthew  rendred  Nations )  which 
have  not  the  Law,  do  by  Nature  the  Things  contain'd  in  the 
Law,  Thefe,  Outoi  (a  Word  of  the  Mafculine  Gender, 
which  can  refer  to  Nothing  elfe  than  the  Word,  rendred 
Gentiles,  which  is  of  the  Neuter  ^having  not  tbeLaw,  are  a 
Law  to  themf elves,  &c.  Therefore  w;e  fee  the  Propiiecy 
of  the  Greek  Tongue  may  well  admit  tire  Word  Them  in 
Matthew ,  to  argree  with  all  Nations,  though  an  antece¬ 
dent  of  the  Neuter  Gender  :  And  our  Saviour's  Words 
may  be  properly  rendred.  Go,  Dijciple,  and  baptize  all 
Nations.'  So  that  this  Criticifm  is  not  well  founded. 
(2.)  It  is  ufelefs  and  impertinent  to  his  Purpofe.  For  al¬ 
lowing  the  Word  Mathceteufate, to  figtyfy,  makeDifcipks , 
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it  will  be  granted,  that  the  Nations  were  to  be  difcipPd, 
or  made  Difciples,in  Order  to  their  being  baptized.  But 
this. can  avail  nothing  as  anQbjedlion  agamft  the  Baptifm 
of  Chriftian- Infants,  unkfs  it  cou’d  be  made  to  appear, 
that  there  is  no  other  Way  in  which  they  can  be  made 
Difciples,  or  Profelytes  to  Chrift  (which  is  a  Word  much 
of  the  famelmport)  but  by  perfonal  Inftrudtion  under  the 
Miniftry  of  the  Word  ;  the  contrary  to  which  has  been 
proved.  Such  Inftruftion  more  properly  belongs  to  thofe 
that  are  already  difcipPd  and  baptiz'd,  and  is  directed  to 
in  the  Commiffion,  after  Baptifm,  in  thefe  Words,  'Teach¬ 
ing  them  to  obferve ,  &c.  Hence, 

(2.)  His  next  Objection  falls  of  Coorfe,  which  is,  tc  If 
6<  Infants  as  a  Part  of  all  Nations,  were  to  be  baptiz’d, 
then  the  Infants  of  Heathens Turks ,  and  Jews  ought 
cc  to  be  baptized.”  I  Reply,  that  it  is  certain  that  the 
Commiffion  of  our  Saviour  to  difciple  and  baptize,  ex¬ 
tends  to  all  thefe  :  But  if  he  means,  that  then  while  they 
remain  Heathens ,  Turks ,  and  Jews ,  their  Infants  ought  to 
be  baptized ,  the  Confequenee  is  to  be  denied  ;  for  he  can¬ 
not  but  know,  that  the  Meaning  of  the  Paedobaptifts  is, 
that  Infants,  as  Part  of  the  Nations  difcipFd  unto  Cbrift% 
are  to  be  baptiz’d,  and  not  Infants  of  unchriftaniz’d  Pa¬ 
gan  Nations. 

{3J  Allowing  the  Words  fhoidd  be  rendred  Difciple 
all  Nations ,  or  make  all  Nations  Difciple s ,  he  proceeds  to 
"tell  &s,  who  they  are,  that  are  the  true  Difciples  of 
“  Chrift,  they  that  have  learned  the  Way  of  Lite  and 
<c  Salvation  by  him,  that  deny  themfelves, — Forlakeall, 
take  up  the  Crofs  &  follow  him,—  bring  forth  much 
<c  Fruit,  love  one  gmother,  and  continue  in  the  Doctrine 
of  Chrift.”  Now  thefe  a :e  not  the  Characters  of  all 
who  are  vifibly  and  by  Profeffion  the  Difciples  of  Chrift, 
but  of  thofe  only  who  are  really  fuch  in  Heart  &  Prac¬ 
tice.  But  when  our  Author  adds/6  fuch  &  only  fuch  are 
t£  the  properSubjecls  of  Baptilm.”  P.  So.  He  runs  into 
a  manifeft  Error,  and  may  be  convinced  of  it  by  Reafon 
and  Scripture  :  for  if  this  be  fo,  if  none  but  the  true  Dif- 
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:iples  of  Chrift,  if  none  but  thofe  who  have  thoroughly 
earnt  &  practis'd  the  DoCtrines  &  Duties  of  Chriftianity, 
ire  to  be  admitted  as  the  proper  Subjects  of  Baptifm : 
rhen,  (i.)  A  folepan  publick  Profeffion  of  the .Chriftian 
Religion,  how  credible  foever,  mull  be  fet  a  Side  as  in- 
ufficient  to  give  a  Right  to  Baptifm.  ’Tis  acknowleg’d 
hat  a  profefled  Confent  to  thefeCharaclers  &  Practifes  of 
Shrill’s  true  Difciples  is  requir’d  in  Order  to  Baptifm. 
But  this  is  not-enough, according  to  our  Author,  no,  they 
null  be  luch  as  have  actually  denied  themfelves,and  have 
orfaken  all  forChrilt’sSake,and  have  brought  forth  much 
fruit,  &c.  before  they  can  be  baptiz’d  asDiiciples  olChrilt. 
\s  much  as  to  fay,  Chrilt  can  have  no  viable  Difciples, 
jut  thofe  only  who  are  really  fuch  •,  which  deltroys  the 
DiftinCtion  between  the  vifible  and  invifible  Church. 
2. )  Upon  this  Principle,  no  meer  Man  could  ever  be 
unpower’d  to  adminiller  this  Ordinance  ;  for  no  Man 
:an  poffibly  in) peed  the  Heart,  or  make  a  diferiminatinp- 
ludgment  of  the  Sincerity  of  Men’s  Profeffion,  fo  as  to 
ietermine  who  are  Difciples  indeed,  and  who  are  not. 
5ay,f3-)  If  we  regard  only  the  Practice  of  Profeffors,  this 
Sommiflion  to  the  Apoflles  to  baptize,  had  been  utterly 
m practicable,  if  fuch  and  only  fuch  as  have  learnt  and 
ibferv’d  the  DoCtrines  andLaws  of  Chrift,  and  continued 
herein,  are  the  proper  Subjects  of  Baptifm.  For  how 
ould  the  Apuftlesgo  about  the  World  makingDifciples, 
nd  baptizing  them,  if  they  could  admit  none  as  the  pro¬ 
per  Subjeds  of  Baptifm,  but  fuch  as  gave  manifeft  Evi- 
lence  of  their  being  the  true  Difciples  of  Chrift,  by  the 
jenuine  Fruits  proper  to  fuch  Difciples,  and  by  continuing 
n  the  DoElrine  of  Chrift ,  to  their  Lives  End  ?  For,  if  at 
ny Time  of  their  Lives,  they  fhould  fall  from  the  Doc% 
i.ue  oi  Cnrilt,  they  could  not  be  laid  to  continue  in  it. 

1  Was  it  agreahle  to  this  CommilTron,  and  the  Senfe  of 
‘  it”  fas  he  fays,  ibid.)  “That  Chrilt  made  Difciples, 

’  and  then  baptized  them,  Job.  4.  1.”  i.  e.  prevail’d 
brh  many  by  hisPreaching  to  become  his  Difciples,  who 
/ere  by  Baptifm  initiated  into  his  School,  as  Learners  of 

his 


A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  V 


his  Dodtrine.  But  had  they  learnt  his  perfedf  Dodtrine 
of  Life  and  Salvation  ?  Flow  then  came  they  afterwards 
to  be  offended  at  it  ?.  Job.  6,  60,  61.  Did  they  continue 
in  hispodlrine  ?  W  herefore  then  does  the  Evantrclift  tell 
us,  (jf.  66.  of  the  lame  Chap.)  thd^From  that  fime  many 
of  his  Difciples  went  hack ,  and  walked  no  more  with  him  ? 
(4J  Flow  unreafonable  and  abfurd  is  it  to  fuppofeMcn 
muft  have  learnt  &  made  Proficiency  in  the  Knowledge 
and  Pradiice  of  Chriftianity,  before  they  afe  by  the  Rules 
of  theirCom million, to  be  conftitutedLearners,orDifcip!es 
or  Chrift ?  But  (5.)  I  hePradtice  of  theApoftles,as  record¬ 
ed  in  facredHiftory,was  contrary  to  this  Opinion.  For  the 
A  pottles  and  firit  Minifters  of  Chrift  (  who  it  feems  un- 
derftood  their  Commiffion  better  than  Dr.  Gill)  immedi¬ 
ately  baptized  thofe  whom  they  taught,  as  foon  as  they 
profefs’d  their  Belief  in  Jefus,  as  the  Son  of  God,  and 
their  Readinefs  to  embrace  hisDodtrine,  and  addidl  them- 
fdves  to  his  Religion,  without  waiting  to  fee  the  Fruits 
and  Evidences  of  their  being  true  Difciples  of  Chrift.  I 
might  inftance  in  the  Converts  at  Pentecoft^  who  were 
baptized  the  fame  Day  in  which  the  Apoftle  preach’d 
that  Sermon  ;  by  which  they  were  converted.  Aft.  2.41. 
And  the  Ethiopian  Convert, who  uponPM/p’s  preaching 
to  him  Jefus,  as  he  rode  in  his  Chariot  ;  and  coming  to 
Water  was  immediately  baptized,  upon  his  profeffing  no 
more  than  his  Belief,  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  of  Gcd>  Act.  8. 
37,  38.  In  likeManner,  the  Jailer  at  Philippi  fin  the  fame 
Hour  in  which  he  was  bro’t  over  to  the  Faith  of  Jefus, 
by  the  preaching  of  Paul  and  Silas,  was  baptized  fie  and 
all  His  firaightway^  Adt.  16.  33.  And  divers  other  Pi¬ 
ttances  there  are, in  which  fo  little  Space  of  Time  pafs’d 
between  their  Preaching  and  Baptizing,  that  it  was  not 
poffible  to  explain  particularly  theDodtrines  of  Salvati¬ 
on  ;  but  only  to  demonftrate  to  their  Hearers,  thatjelus 
is  the  Son  of  God,  fent  from  Fleaven  to  be  the  Teacher 
andSaviour  of  Men;  and  the  like  generalDodtrines :  And 
thofe  who  were  willing  to  yield  themfelves  to  his  In- 
ttru&ion,  were  admitted  as  Difciples  into  his  School  by 
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Baptifm,  before  they  had  learnt,  but  in  Order  to  their 
Learning  the  Way  of  Life  and  Salvation  by  him;  much 
more  before  they  had  brought  forth  the  genuine  Fruits 
of  their  Profeffion.  Ye  a,  home  were  baptized  by  theA  po¬ 
tties  and  firft  Preachers,  upon  fuch  a  general  Profeffion, 
who  were  fo  far  from  being  the  true  Difciples  of  Chrift, 
that  they  afterwards  turn’d  outHypocrues  andApoftates, 
fuch  as  Annaniqs  and Saphira^  and  Simon  Magus  fic  others. 
So  little  Weight  is  to  be  laid  on  our  Author’s  ftrong 
Aflertion,  that  fueb^and  only  fuch  ( as  are  true  Difciples  of 
Chrift  )  are  the  proper  Subjects  of  Baptifm,  i.  e.  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Orders  given  in  the  Commiffion. 

(4.)  He  faults  the  Expreffion  us’d  by  the  Writer  of 
the  Dialogue,  of  making  Men  Difciples  by  baptizing  them  ; 
and  fays  ( ibid .  )  44  They  are  two  diftindt  A6ts —  They 
44  mutt  be  firft  Difciples,  and  then  baptized.”  But  can’t 
thefe  two  Ways  of  Expreffion  be  eafily  reconcil’d  ?  In¬ 
fants  are  virtually  or  fundamentally  madeDifciples,when 
their  Parents  are  profelyted  to  the  Religion  of  Chrift  ; 
and  as  fuch  are  to  be  baptized  :  And  Baptifm  is  their 
folemn  Initiation  into  Chrift’s  School  ;  and  in  that  Ref- 
peCt  too,  they  may  be  laid  properly  enough  to  be  made 
Difciples,  being  by  that  folemn  inftituted  Rite  enrolled 
among  the  Difciples  of  Chrift,  and  engag’d  to  learn  and 
praclife  the  Dobtrines  and  Duties  of  his  Religion.  The 
Words  of  Jerom  (who  was  known  to  be  a  Paedobaptift) 
in  his  Comment  on  the  Place,  and  of  Athanafms  too  (who 
does  little  rftore  than  repeat  the  Words  of  the  Commiffi- 
onj  cited  by  Dr.  Gilf  are  no  more  than  any  Proteftant 
Paedobaptift  would  lay,  in  giving  Inftrudtion  to  fomc 
Mifiionaries  to  the  Indians  ;  1  hat  they  fhould  take  Care 
that  their  Minds  be  truly  informed  of  the  general  Dobt- 
rines  of  Faith,  before  their  Bodies  receive  the  Sacrament  of 
Baptifm  ;  Which  would  be  underftood  to  be  fo  far  from 
excluding  Infants  from  the  Participation  of  this  Sacra* 
nenr,  that  fuppofing  them  to  be  faithful  in  declaring  the 
rue  Doit rine  of  the  Gofpel  ;  they  muft  tell  them, upon 
he  Profeffion  of  their  Faith,  (  as  the  Appftle  Peter  did 

his 
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his  Hearers)  ThePromife  is  unto  you  and  to  your  Children  : 
And  that  as  to  their  Warrant  andEncouragement  tooffei 
their  Children  alio  toBaptifm,  and  being  thus  offered, 
they  ought  to  baptize  them. 

(5.)  Our  Author  boggles  at  the  Word,  Difcipk ,  or  s 
Learner ,as  applied  tolnfants  *,  and  fays  “  It  cannot  agree 
€C  with  an  Infant,”  and  again, “They  cannot  beLearnen 
tc  of  Chrift,unlefs  they  have  learned  fomerhingof  him — 

They  ought  to  learn  fomething  of  him, before  they  art 
cc  baptized  in  his  Name.  But  what  can  an  Infant  learr 

of  Chrift  ?  P.  H  1.”  Here  I  cannot  but  obferve  how 
unaccurately,  and  improperly  it  is  faid,  They  cannot  bt 
Learners  of  Chrift,  unlefs  they  have  learned  fomething  oj 
him:  Whereas  jo  far  as  they  have  learned  of  Chrift,  and 
in  that  Helped-,  they  cannot  be  faid  to  be  Learners  of 
him.  For  can  a  Man  with  any  Propriety  be  faid  to  be  a 
Learner  of  what  he  has  already  learnt  ?  But  on  the  o- 
ther  Hand,  Thofe  may  be  called  Difciples  or  Learners, 
who  have  learnt  Nothing  as  yet  ;  provided  they  give  up 
themfelves  to  a  certain  Teacher  to  be  inftrudied.  And 
Dr.  Lightfoot  obferves  *  “  That  among  the  Jews,  and 
4i  alfo  with  us,  in  all  Nations  thofe  are  made  Difciples, 
<c  that  they  may  be  taught  and  he  quotes, Rab.  Shah. 
Fol.  31.  concerning  an  Heathen,  that  came  to  /A7/t7,and 
faid,  Make  me  a  Profelyte  (  or  Difciple  )  that  thou  may  eft 
teach  me.  So  our  Saviour  in  the  Commiftion  enjoins 
Teaching  ('in  the  properSenfe  of  the  Word)  of  thofe  that 
were  already  made  Difciples  and  baptized.  f.  20.  And 
a  Child  put  to  fuch  a  Mafter  to  be  taught,  is  enrol’d  a- 
mong  his  Difciples  or  Scholars,  before  he  has  learned 
one  Leffon.  And  why  may  not  an  Infant-Child  be  en- 
rol’d  in  the  Number  of  Chrift’s  Difapfes,  tho*  atprelcni 
un capable  of  outward  teaching,  efpecially  hnce  he  ha< 
another  Way  of  teaching, which  none  can  reafonably,anc 
upon  juft  Grounds  deny  Infants  to  be  capable  of.  ’Ti: 
promiied,  Ifai.  54*  *3*  All  thy  Children fhall  be  tauglt  Oj 

the  Lord.  If  the  Infants  of  Jewifh  Profelytcs  were  ad 

m  it  tec 
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mitred  Difciplcs  by  CirCumcifion,  and  oblig’d  to  leara 
and  keep  the  Law  of  Mvfes ;  what  hinders  but  that  the 
Infants  of  Chriftian  Profelytes  may  be  initiated  into  the 
Chriftian  School  by  Baptifm*  and  oblig’d  to  learn  and 
Dbferve  the  Law  of  Chrift,  as  they  grow  up  to  aCapacity 
for  it  ;  all  Arguments  from  Incapacity  are  hence  refut¬ 
ed  from  the  Cuftom  of  the  Jewifh  Church,  founded  on 
divine  Inftit  Jtion,  And  to  fay,  that  Infants  are  noWays 
able  to  learn,  is  contrary  to  Experience,  for  from  the 
Lime  of  theirBirth,they  are  always  learaing,as  theirCapa- 
cmes  ripen,  and  they  very  early  learn  to  diftinguifh  be- 
rweeo  Sights  and  Sounds,  and  to  know  their  Parents,  and 
to  give  Attention  at  Worlhip,  and  then  to  read,  and  to 
diftinguifh  between  Good  andEvil,  Truth  andFalfhood  ; 
^nd  many  Children  very  early  fuck  in  Principles  of  Re¬ 
ligion  :  And  the  Scripture  ohfigeth.  Chriftian  Parents  to 
deal  with  Children,  as  with  Difciples  and  Learners. 
Prov«  22.  6.  Train  up  a  CbiUt  &c.  And  to  bring  them 
}ip  under  the  Difcipline  and  Nurture  of  the  Lord  Jefus. 
Eph,  6 .  4.  And  if  the  Thing  intended  by  the  Word,Di[~ 
Spier  (  which  is  the  fame  in  the  Uie  of  the  New-Tefta- 
ment  with  the  other  Terms  of  Cbritfians  faints^  Believers^ 
Church -Members,  fuch  as  belong  to  Chrift,  which  have 
lave  been  verified  of  Infants  )  agrees  to  them  ;  it  is  not 
/ery  material  whether  the  Name  be  exprefly  given  them 
n  Scripture.  Yet  we  find  theexprefs  Term,  Difciples^ 
fied  in  Relation  to  fuch  as  were  Infants,  in  Acts  15.  10. 
Vby  tempt  ye  God  to  put  a  Yoke  upon  the  Neck  of  the  Dif- 
■ipltSy  which  neither  our  hat  her  5  nor  we  were  able  to  bear  ? 

1  hole  on  whofe  Neck  the  }udaizing  Teachers  would 
lave  had  the  Yoke  of  Circumeifioa  put,  are  exprefly 
erm  d  Difciples ,  but  they  were  Infant-Children  chiefly, 
)n  whofe  Neck  the  Y  oke  or  Circurncifion  was  put,by  the 
primitive  Inftitution  of  that  Rite,  and  by  the  Law  of 
Wofes,  and  by  the  conftant  Ufageof  the  Jewifh  Church, 
^nd  if^  this  Rite  had  been  continued  under  the  Gofpel, 
vhich  fomeJewifhChriftians  contended  for  ;  theYfoke  had 
uii  beca  impofed  chiefly  on  the  ,Ncck  of  fuch  Infants  : 

and 
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and  thefe  in  the  Apoftle’s  Language  and  Senfe  were 
Difciples .  Our  Author’s  laft  Exception  lies  againft  this 
Text. 

(6.)  “  The  Text  in  Atts  15.  (he  fays)  is  not  to  be  un* 
<c  derftood  of  Infants,  but  adultPerfons  ;  even  converted 
“  Gentiles,  who  believed  in  Chrift,&  were  hisDifciples.” 
Of  which  no  other  Reafon  is  given, but  the  Authority  of 
his  bare  Word  ;  which,  from  what  has  been  already  ob- 
ferved,  is  not  likely  to  go  far  without  other  Proof.  As 
much  is  granted  in  the  Dialogue^ as  can  fairly  be  demand¬ 
ed  ,wz.  “That  there  were  fome  adult  Perlons  in  the  then 
Ck  prefent  State  of  Things,  upon  whofe  Neck  the  Jewifh 
“  Teachers  would  have  laid  the  Yoke  of  Circumcifion.” 
Dial.  P.  25.  yet  ’tis  added,  “  That  at  leaft  the  greateft 
Part  of  thofe  Difciples  upon  whom  they  would  have 
impofed  this  Yoke,  were  young  Children  Which 
can’t  reafonably  be  denied  ;  for  tho5  in  the  Cafe  fuppofed, 
the  firft  adult  Profclytes  from  Gentilifm  mufthave  born 
thisYoke,yet  their  Infant  Children  muft  have  been  then, 
and  thenceforward,  from  Age  to  Age, the  Subjects  of  it. 
The  Apoftle  argues  againft  laying  this  Yoke  upon  Inch 
Difciples  as  were  Infants  ;  when  he  fays  of  it,  it  is  aToke 
which  neither  cur  Fathers  nor  we  were  able  to  bear.  And 
it  is  evident,  that  the  Difciples  at  Jerufalem ,  and  their 
Fathers  up  to  theDays  of  Abraham  had  it  laid  upon  them 
only, or  chiefly  in  theirlnfant- Age.  But  that  which  puts 
the  Matter  out  of  all  Doubt, is  theReport  which  thejews 
a tjerufalem  had  heard  concerning  Paul ,  that  he  taught  all 
the  Jews  that  were  among  tbeGentiles — that  they  ought  not 
to  circumcife  their  Children ,  A 61.  21.21.  Which  Report, 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  had  its  Rife  from  the  Do6lrine  of 
that  Apoftle,  purfuant  to  the  Decree  at  Jerufalem ,  that 
this  Burden  fhould  not  be  laid  on  the  Gentile  Converts, 
and  confequently  they  ought  not  to  circumcife  their  Chil¬ 
dren \  which  otherwife  they  had  been  obliged  to  do.^ 
Whence  it  appears,  that  the  young  Children,  whether  of 
Jewifh  Chriftians,  or  of  Gentile  Converts  were  efteemed 
and  admitted  in  the  Chriftian  Church, asDifciples  or  Pro- 
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felytes  •,  and  the  latter  efpecially,  fuch  Difciples  as  were 
exempted  from  theYoke  of  Circumcifion.  For  the  fame 
Perfons  who  were  exempted  from  this  Yoke,  were  thole 
on  whom  th Ffudaizers  would  have  impos’d  it, under  the 
Denomination  of  Difciples  ;  but  that  thefe  were  young 
Children,  we  plainly  learn  from  the  Paflage  laft  cited. 

VI.  Our  Author  goes  on  to  make  fome  Exceptions  to 
thofe  P aflages  in  the  New-Teftament,  wherein  it  is  re¬ 
corded,  that  whole  Houfholds  were  baptized  upon  the 
Converfion  of  theParents,orHeads  ot  them,tothe(  hr. If  a  1 
Faith  •,  alledg’d  in  the  Dialogue^  fhew  how  the  A  pottles 
underftood  their  CommilTion  by  their  Practice  •,  fuch  as 
Lydia>  and  her  Houfhold,  AS.  16.15.  the  jailor,  and  all 
that  were  his,  ^.33.  and  the  Houfhold  of  Stephanus • 
1  Cor  1.  1 6.  ’Tis  but  little  he  has  reply  to  them,  and  that 
little  is  impertinent.  (1.)  He  fays, P.8  2 f  44  Seeing  the  un- 
i4  derftanding  of  ourSavioufsMeamng  in  theCommiffion 
<c  depends  on  thefe  Inftances  of  Baptifm,  and  fo  the  W ar- 
44  rant  for  baptizingInfams,thePaedobaptifts  ought  robe 
44  fure there  werelntanrs  in  thefeFamilies,&that  they  were 
44  baptized,  or  otherwife  they  muft  baptize  them, at  mo  ft, 
4C  upon  a  very  precarious  Foundation,  &c.”  But  all  this 
Reafoning  proceeds-  on  a  very  precarious  Foundation.  For 
he  is  miftaken  in  his  Suppofition,  that  the  underjianding 
of  our  Saviour9 s  Meaning  in  the  Commiflion  depends  on  thefe 
Inftances  of  Baptifm.  TheCommiffion  is  clear  enough  of 
it  felf,  and  though  the  Subjects  of  Baptifm  be  not  ex- 
prefs’d  in  it,  yet  there  appears  full  and  plain  Warrant  for 
baptizing  the  Infants  ot  Believers,  both  from  the  Com- 
million  it  felf,  and  from  other  Teftimonies  and  Declara¬ 
tions  offacred  Writ  :  And  the  Faedobaptifts  had  gone 
upon  fure  Grounds  in  baptizing  .them,  even  tho  thefeln- 
ftances  had  not  been  extant  in  Scripture.  Therefore  he 
might  have  fpared  his  invidious  Refledtion,  that  Pmdo- 
baptifm,  “muft  ftand  upon  a  very  bad  Bottom,  having 
44  neither  Precept  nor  Precedent  for  it As  being  the 
Confequence  of  the  erroneous  Conceits  of  his  own  head. 
Only  we  learn  by  thefe  Inftances,how  the  Apoftles  them- 
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/elves  underftood  their  Commiffion,  (as  is  afferted  in  the 
Dialogue ,  and  not  that  the  Meaning  of  it  defends  on  thefe 
Injtances)  feeing  in  theExecution  of  it  they  baptiz’d  whole 
Houfholds  upon  theFaith  of  the  Parent,  or  Matter  of  the 
Family.  And  this  is  fufficient  Security  to  the  Practice  of 
the  Pxdobaptifts, whether  they  be  fure  there  were  Infants 
in  thefe  Families,  or  no.  For  from  hence  it  is  evident, 
that  as  Abraham  was  at  firft  admitted  with  his  whole 
Houfhold  into  theCovenant  byCircumcifion,  and  thence¬ 
forward  profelyted  Parents  from  Gentilifm  were  in  like 
Manner  admitted  with  their  whole  Houfhold,.  tho5  con- 
fitting  of  Children  ever  fo  young  ;  fo  it  is  the  Mind  of 
of  God  (plainly  intimated  in  thefe  Examples^  that  the 
fame  Method  of  making  Profelytes  by  Baptifm  to  the 
ChriftianChurch  fhould  continue  without  Variation  under 
the  Golpel.  That  Parents  believing  In  Chrift,  and  being 
themfelves  baptized,  fhould  bring  all  their  Floulhold 
with  them  into  the  Covenant  with  God,  and  take  Care 
to  initiate  all  under  their  Charge,  how  young  foever, into 
the  fame  Faith,  and  religious  Profeffion  &  Obligation  to 
be  the  Lord’s  by  Baptifm.  And  therefore  our  Author  is 
miftaken  v/hen  he  adds,  (2.)  u  It  lies  upon  them  (the 
P^dobaptijls)  to  prove  that  there  were  Infants  in  theft 
“  Families,  and  that  thefe  Infants  were  baptiz’d.”  And 
fays  it  is  66  unfair  to  put  it  upon  to  prove  a  Negative, 
44  to  prove  there  were  none.”  Anfw,  It  does  not  fo  much 
concern  the  Psdobaptifts  for  juttify ing  their  Pradice,  to 


be  fure  there  were  Infants  in  thefe  Families,  as  it  does 
their  Adverfaries  to  be  fure  there  were  none.  For  the 
Predobaptifts  do  not  reft  their  Practice  on  fo  poor  a  Shift, 
as  Dr.  Gill  has  reprefented  it, that  is, their  being  fure  there 
were  Infants  in  thefe  Families,  and  leaving  it  to  theirAd- 
verfaries  to  prove  there  were  none  :  For  how  uncertain 
foever  this  may  be,  yet  the  Allegation  of  thefe  lnttances 
is  ve,ry  much  to  their  Purpofe,  as  it  thews  what  the  Rule 
was  which  the  Apoftles  went  by  in  adminiftring  Baptifm 
pur  fu  ant  to  their  CommifTion, that  when  anyHoufholder, 
cr  Parent  believed,  and  was  baptized,  they  were  wont  to 
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baptize  the  wholeHoufe  or  Family.  TheQueftion  is  not. 
Whether  there  were  any  Infants  in  thefe  feveral  Hou- 
fholds,  nor  does  the  Caufe  of  the  Paedobaptifts  depend  oa 
theRefolution  of  thisQueftion:  But  it  being  certain  that 
the  whole  Houfhold  was  baptiz’d  with  the  believing  Pa¬ 
rent  or  Head  of  it,  ( and  that’s  all  we  need  to  be  fure  ot) 
it  neceffarily  follows, that  were  there  ever  fo  manylnfants 
in  them,  they  were  all  baptized  upon  the  Profeffion  and 
Baptifm  of  their  Parents.  And  this  Rule  which  the  A- 
poltles  went  by  in  dilcipling  and  baptizing  the  Nations, 
lo  agreable  to  the  Rule  &  Method  of  Proielytifm, which 
all  along  obtain’d  in  the  Jewifh  Church,  affords  fufficient 
Direction  &  Warrant  toMinifters  to  baptize  wholeFIoufe$ 
and  Families,  upon  the  Parents  Profeffion  andAdmiffion 
into  theSchoolof  Chrift;  to  initiate  all  that  are  theirs, even 
the  youngeft  Children  into  the  fame  Profeffion  and  Dif- 
cipline  by  Baptifm.  But  our  Adverfaries  denying  the 
Warrantablenefs  of  Infant-Baptifm,  confidently  pretend 
there  are  no  Inftances  or  Intimations  of  Infants  baptiz’d 
in  theNew-Teftament  :  but  before  they  fhould  be  fo  pre- 
remtory,  they  are  oblig’d  inDefence  of  their  ownOpinion 
to  prove  there  were  no  Infants  in  thefe  feveral  Families, 
efpecially  fince  theProbability  lies  fo  flrong  againfl  them, 
for  though  there  are  fome  Families  in  moft  Places  here 
and  there  one,  that  have  no  young  Children  :  and  it  wa3 
an  extraordinary  Thing,  that  when  God  fmote  the  firft- 
born  of  Egypt ,  there  was  not  an  Houfe  in  which  there  was 
not  one  dead.  Exod,  12.  30.  Remarkable  !  That  in  fo 
large  a  Country  there  was  not  a  Family  withoutChildren, 
a  Child  at  leaft  •,  yet  that  three  fuch  Families,  as  thofe 
mention’d,  fhould  have  no  Infants  in  them,  or  Children 
in  the  State  and  Condition  of  Infants,  in  Refped  of  their 
Capacity  for  Baptifm,  is  utterly  improbable  and  incredi¬ 
ble.  However, our  Author  attempts  to  fhew  it  probable 
that  there  were  no  Infants  in  theleFamilies  :  &  pretends 
to  make  it  appear,  (3.)  “That  there  are  many  Things  in 
“  the  Account  of  the  Baptifm  of  thefe  Families  that  are 
*  ilicofififteac  with  Infants,  and  which  make  it  at  leaft 
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probable,  there  were  none  •,  and  certain  (he  fays)  that 
“  thole  that  were  baptized  were  adult  Perfons,  and  Be- 
“  lievers  inChrift.”  But  I  fearDr.  Gill  is  too  far  engag’d, 
to  be  able  to  pafs  an  impartial  Judgment  of  what  is  pro¬ 
bable  in  this  Cafe.  So  much  may  be  granted,  (and  more 
cannot  reafonably  be  demanded)  that  there  might  be  fomc 
Perfons  of  Adult- Age  in  thefe  feveral  Houfholds,  who 
might  upon  a  perfonal  Profefiion  be  baptiz’d  with  the 
Heads  of  them  ;  but  that  there  were  no  Inlants,or  Chil¬ 
dren  in  Minority  in  any  of  thefe  Families,  he  is  fo  far 
from  making  it  appear  certain, that  he  is  not  able  to  make 
out  the  leaft  Probability  of  it.  Let  the  impartial  Reader 
weigh  his  Arguments,  (i.)  As  to  Lydia  •,  h.e  is  uncertain 
whether  fhe  was  “  a  Maid,  Wife,  or  Widow.”  But  it  is 
not  at  all  probable  that  fhe  was  a  Virgin,  being  the 
Keeper  of  anHoufe,  but  whether  a  Wife  or  Wsdcw  is  not 
laid  :  And  then  he  is  in  a  like  Doubt,  “Whether  fhe  had 
any  Children, —  or  if  fhe  had,  whether  they  were  In- 
“  fants  or  Adults.”  So  that,  here  is  guefsWork  ftill,  and 
one  may  eafily  conclude  what  he  would  guefs.  To  make 
it  look  pr  hable, fhe  had  no  Infants, he  is  forc’d  to  fuppofe. 
That  fhe  had  newly  arriv’d  at  Philipp,  from  Lhyatira, 
and  had  hir’d  an  Ploufe  during  herStay  there, and  that 
therefore  it  is  not  likely  that  lhe  brought  Infants  with 
her, but  that  herHouihold  confided  of  menialServants.” 
All  which  is  meer  Imagination  and  Surmife,  there  being 
not  an  Hint  in  the  facred  Story  to  found  thefeConjedures 
upon.  It  feems  far  more  likely  that  fire  had  for  fometime 
a  fettled  Plabitation  there,  though  a  Native  of  Lbyatira, 
fince  lhe  was  in  a  Capacity  to  entertain  Strangers,  and  in¬ 
vited  the  Apoftle  and  his  Companions  to  take  up  their 
Lodgings  at  her  Houle.  And  when  lhe  is  laid  to  have 
her  Houfhold  or  Family  baptized,  it  is  much  more  rea- 
fonable  to  underftand  it  ot  her  Children  than  Servants  : 
Children  in  Scripture  Dialed  being  laid  more  proper¬ 
ly  and  frequently  to  conllitute  an  Houle.  JShcaio  prepar  d 
an  Ark  to  the  faving  of  his  Houle,  Heb.  1 1 .  7 .  Lhe  Ser¬ 
vant  abidelh  not  in  the  Houfe  always,  fob.  S.  35.  Hencfc 
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the  Phrafe  of  building  the  Houfe  of  any  one  is  a  figurative 
Exprefiion  commonly  us’d  for  raifing  up  a  family  of 
Children.  Ruth.  4.  11.  1  Sam  2  35- &c-  He  attempts 
to  prove  it  from  what  is  laid,  f.  40.  Thefe  whom  the 
Apofties  vifited  after  they  came  out  of  Prifon  “  are  called 
Brethren,  and  were  capable  of  being  comforted  by 
Ci  them.”  Therefore  there  were  no  Infants  in  Lydia  § 
Houfe.  How  far  fetch’d  is  this  Reafon  ?  (1.)  He  mud 
prove  that  they  faw  the  Brethren  at  the  Houfe  of  Lydia  ; 
but  this  is  aot  faid  ;  they  might:  vifit  them  at  their  feve- 
ral  Habitations  for  ought  that  appears  to  the  contrary 
from  the  Text.  (2.)  He  muff  prove  that  thofe  Brethren 
whom  they  comforted  were  of  the  Houfhold  of  Lydia s 
and  not  rather  a  meeting  of  the  Brethren  at  her  Houfe. 


(3.)  Suppcfing  fome  of  thefe  Brethren  capable  of  being 
comforted,  were  of  theHoufhold  of  Lydia ,  he  mult  prove 
the  Confequence,  that  therefore  there  could  be  no  young 
Children  baptiz’d  in  it.  But  not  one  of  thefe  Things  is 
he  able  to  prove,  therefore  all  his  Reafoning  here  Bands 
on  a  very  precariousFoundation,&is  far  from  evincing  a 
Probability,  much  lefs  a  Certainty, that  there  were  no  In¬ 
fants  in  this  Family  baptized. 

(2.)  As  to  the  Jailor’s  Houfhold,  all  that  he  alledges 
From  the  facred  Hiftory,  proves  no  more,  than  that  there 
were  fome  adult  Perfons  in  it,  who  believed  theApoftles 
Doftrine,  and  were  Baptized  the  fame Time  with  thejai- 
lor.  Who  doubts  it  ?  But  how  does  this  argue  that  there 
were  no  others  baptized  in  it,  who  were  in  the  infantile 
State  ?  Since  it  is  faid, that  all  that  were  His  were  baptiz¬ 
ed^  A6bs  16.  33.  Whence  had  Dr.  Gill  his  Revelation, 
that  he  had  no  Infants  baptized,  becaufe  fome  adultPer- 
fons  belonging  to  hisFamily  believed,  &  were  baptized  ? 
Do  not  moft  Families  indifferently  numerous  confift  of 
both  Sorts  ?  But  that  which  Dr.  Gill  &  his  Party  chiefly 
harp  upon,  is  what  is  faid  f.  34. — He  rejoiced  believing  in 
God  with  all  his  Houfe .  As  to  this  (  omitting  the  diffe¬ 
rent  Tranflation  and  Senfe  given  of  thefqWords  by  fome 
Expofitors ^Believing  in  Gody  he  rejoiced  all  h'u Houfe  over: 
f  "  '  C  c  3  '  Th 
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The  Words  y/c  render  with  all  his  Houfe\  are  but  one  in 
the  Original,  Panoiki  ;  or  he  believing  in  God,  rejoiced 
for  the  Salvation  that  was  come  to  all  his  Houfe,  as  it 
was  promifed,/.  31.)  let  me  obferve,  That  inScripture- 
Reckoning,  the  Children  of  Believers,  even  in  a  State 
of  Infancy  or  Minority, are  accounted  Believers, and  nym- 
bred  with  Believers.  I  fhall  cite  but  one  Place  to  this 
Purpofe,  A£ts  2.  44.  /ill  that  believed  were  together ,  and 
had  all  Things  common .  This  Communion  of  Goods  was 
defign’d  for  the  Suflena’nce  and  Relief  of  the  wholeChri- 
itian  Community  at  that  Time  ;  and  when  it  is  faid.  All 
that  believed  were  together  *,  it  is  uncertain,  whether  they 
were  all  together  in  one  Place,  or  whether  they  were  to¬ 
gether  in  feveral  diftinft  Societies  ;  the  latter  of  thefe 
ieems  moft  probable.  However,  certain  it  is,  that  they 
were  all  fo  together,  'as  to  be  apart  by  themfelves,  and 
feparate  from  the  unbelieving  Party  of  the  Nation.  Now 
thebelievingParents  among  them  either  had  their  Infants 
and  youngChildren  with  them, or  they  had  not  :  If  they  had 
not,theymuflbe  unnatural  to  them,& leave  them  toStarve ; 
for  whence  fliould  they  be  provided  for  ?  Did  theirChrk 
ftian  Frofeffion  teach  them  to  be  worfe  than  Infidels  ? 
1  Tim.  5.  8.  But  if  they  had  their  Children  with  them, 
as  Part  of  the  Chriftian  Community,  which  was  diftin- 
guifhed  and  feparated  from  the  Unbelievers,  then  it  is  e- 
vident  that  their  Infant-Children  have  the  Title  &Deno- 
mination  of  Believers  given  them  in  Common  with  their 
.  Parents ;  for  it  was  a  Community  of  Believers.  Why 
then  might  not  theJailor’sFamily,fuppofing  there  were  in 
it  feveralChildren  inMinority,havetheTitle  of  aFamily  of 
Believers, or  a  believing  Family  ?  And  they  that  conclude, 
either  that  there  were  no  Infants  in  hisFamily,or  if  there 
were,  that  is  certain,  there  were  none  Baptized,  becaufe 
it  is  faid.  He  believed  with  all  his  Houfe  ;  may  as  well 
conclude  (in  the  forementioned  Inftancej  that  there  were 
no  Infants  among  the  Multitudes  that  believed,  or  if 
there  were,  i:  is  certain  they  had  noShare  in  theCommu- 
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nicy  of  Goods,  becaufe  it  is  faid.  All  that  believed  were  to¬ 
gether,  and  had  a  l  Things  common .  And, 

(3.)  As  to  the  Houfhold  of  Stephanas ,  ail  our 
Author  fays,  worth  taking  Notice  of,  is  that,  1  Cor.  16. 
jg. — They  addicted  themfelvet  to  the  Miniflry  of  theSaints. 
Whence  it  fee  ms  probable,  that  he  had  a  large  and  nu¬ 
merous  Family,  (  fame  of  which  were  capable  of  doing 
Service  to  the  Saints,  i.  e.  the  Chriftians  of  that  Place  ) 
which  renders  it  more  likely  that  there  were  fomelnfants 
in  it.  Thefe  are  all  his  Proofs. —  Yet  he  concludes  as 
if  he  had  carried  his  Point,  “  All  which  in  each  of  the 
u  Inftances,can  never  be  faid  of  Infants.”  HisArgument 
amounts  to  no  more  than  this  :  Becaufe  forme  Things* 
are  faid  of  fome  adult  Perfons  in  thefe  Families,  which 
are  not  applicable  to  Infants  therefore  there  could  be 
no  Infants  in  them.  And  let  every  one  that  knows  how 
to  ufe  his  Underftanding  free  from  Biafs,  judge  whether 
this  Argument  makes  out  the  leaft  Probability. 

VII.  The  laft  Text  our  Author  has  tho’t  fit  to  con¬ 
trovert,  is  that,  in  Rom.  11.  17, — 24.  If  fome  of  the 
Branches  be  broken  off,  &c.  ThisPafifage  has  been  alledg’d 
tofhew  that  the  fame  fubftantial  Privileges  of  thejewifh 
Church,  derived  from  the  Covenant  with  Abraham,  are 
tranfmitted  into  the  Gentile  Churches  under  the  Gofpel, 
which  being  graffed  into  the  Stock  of  thejewifhChurch, 
the  good  Olive  Tree,  come  to  partake  with  them  of  the 
Boot  and  Fatnefs  of  the  Olive  Tree ,  i.  e.  of  the  fame  Co¬ 
venant-Privileges  for  Subftance,  and  confequently  the 
Privilege  of  having  the  Covenant  extended  and  fealed  to 
their  Infant-Offspring  *,  which  was  of  eminent  Confide* 
ration  in  the  Old-Teftament- Church  :  This  is  the  very 
Thing  intended  by  theApoftle,  in  this  Allegory  of  ingraf- 
fing  •,  and  it  is  a  very  beautiful  one,  and  fmes  to  teach 
us,  among  other  Things,  that  the  Church  of  God  under 
every  Adminiftration,  was  defign’d  to  be  propagated  by 
its  natural  Branches,  till  a  new  ingrafting  ;  &  when  that 
js  made,  the  fame  Method  of  Propagation  is  appointed 
to  continue  ,  for  who  is  fo  unfkilfufas  not  to  know  tha^ 
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the  Buds  are  ufually  ingraffed  together  with  the  Cyon 
into  the  Stock,  lor  Increafe  and  Multiplication  ?  And 
as  in  this  Allegory,  the  unbelieving  Jews  were  broken 
off,  as  Branches  with  their  Buds,  that  is,  they  and  their 
Children  were  difcovenanted  ;  fo  the  believing  Gentiles 
were  grafted  in  as  Branches  with  their  Budr,  among  thofe 
that  remained  unbroken  otf  *  that  is,  they  and  theirChil- 
dren  were  taken  into  vifible  Covenant  with  God,  as  the 
Jews  of  old  were.  Dr.  Gill  oppofes  this  Interpretation 
with  a  great  Deal  of  Confidence,  as  ufuai,  but  at  the 
fameTime  with  agreatDeal  ofWeaknefs  in  hisReafoning 
agT  ft  it,  which  a  lew  Words  may  ferve  to  expofe. 

(i.)  He  allows  “  that  believing  Gentiles  fhare  in  all 
the  fpiritual  Bleffings  of  the  Jewifh  Church,  or  of  Be- 
lievers  under  the  former  Difpenfation.”  Butlanfwer, 
Though  fpiritual  Bleffings  are  not  excluded, (yea  I  grant 
they  are  included  ;yet  vifible  Church-Privileges  are  prin¬ 
cipally  intended  by  partaking  of  the  Root  and  Fatnefs  of 
the  Olive-Tree*,  the  Privileges  which  the  Jewifh  Church 
had,  being  founded  on  the  Covenant  folemnly  tranfa&ed 
between  God  and  them,  whereby  he  took  them  into  Re¬ 
lation  tohimfelf,  as  his  vifible  Church,  entitled  to  fpeci- 
al  Privileges,  and  Means  of  Grace,  to  fpecial  Ordinances 
and  Providences,  and  that  purfuant  to  theCovenant  with 
Abraham ,  Ijaac  and  Jacoby  and  their  Seed,  which  was 
the  Root  of  Church-Memberfhip  to  the  Jews.  But 
Chrift  is  the  Root  of  all  fpiritual  Bleffings  and  Privileges 
to  Believers  :  And  if  thefe  only  were  meant  in  the  Apo- 
ple’s  Allegory,  how  could  the  unbelievingjews  be  broken 
ofFfrom  thefe  fpiritual  Privileges, which  they  never  enjoy’d, 
and  never  had  any  real  or  vifible  Communion  with  the 
Rootjefus  Chrift  ?  What  an  Impertinence  then  is  it  (to 
life  his  own  Language  )  to  talk  cf  cutting  off  . from  that 
which  was  never  had ,  and  never  was  ?  But  even  the  un¬ 
believing  Jews  had  a  Standing  in  the  vifibleChurch,  till 
they  were  broken  oft'  through  Unbelief. 

(2.)  He  argues  from  his  former  baffled  Tenets,  That 
u  the  Covenant  of  Grace  was  never  fealed  to  Abrahams 
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natural  Seed, —  Did  not  belong  to  them  as  fuch,  nor 
“  was  Circumcifion  a  Seal  of  it  to  them,  &c  ”  And  if 
he  could  make  good  thefe  Things,  I  fhould  readily  agree 
with  him,  that  “  it  is  a  great  Impropriety  and  Imperti- 
“  nence  to  talk  of  cutting  off  from  that  which  was  never  ~ 
“  had,  and  never  was.”  But  thefe  odd  Conceits  have 
been  abundantly  confuted  already,  and  rejected  as  un~ 
fcriptural,  unfound,  and  erroneous. 

(3.)  He  goes  on  to  fay,  “  The  believingGenriles  were 
^  never  grafted  into  thatChurch;  thatChurch-State,with 
“  all  the  peculiarOrdinances  of  it,  was  utterly  abolifhed 
u  by  Chrift:- — ”  And  again,  “The  Jewifh  Church  is  not 
“  the  Olive  Tree,  of  whofe  Root  and  Fatnefs  the  Gen- 
u  tiles  partake  •,  they  are  not  graffed  in  to  the  old  Jewifh 

Stock  ;  the  Ax  has  been  laid  to  theRoot  of  that  Tree, 

“  and  it  is  intirely  cut  down,  &c.”  Meer  Confufion  ! 
Truth  and  Falfhood  blended  together  !  For  want  of 
diftinguifhing  as  he  ought  concerning  the  Jewifh  State, 
which  may  be  confidered  either  as  Ecclefiaftical  or  Poli¬ 
tical  ;  or  in  other  Words,  as  a  Church,  or  a  Common- 
Wealth.  As  a  Church,  they  were  founded  on  theCove- 
nant  made  with  Abraham  and  his  Seed,  whereby  they 
were  obliged  to  acknowledge  and  believe  in  the  trueGod, 
the  God  of  Abraham ,  Ifaac  and  Jacoby  as  their  God,  and 
to  worfhip  and  obey  him  only,  and  intitled  to  peculiar 
Favours  from  him.  But  when  they  became  a  Nation, 
and  upon  their  Deliverance  out  of  Egypt ,  they  were  alfo 
form’d  into  a  Common-Wealth,  by  fuindry  Laws  and 
Ordinances  given  them  by  Mofes,  which  continued  till 
theComing  of  Chrift ;  after  which  it  was  diffolved.  And 
he  may  fay,  if  he  pleafes,  The  Ax  was  laid  to  the  Root  of 
this  Tree,  and  it  was  entirely  cut  down .  For  the  Jewilh 
Nation  as  a  Body  Politick,  was  wholly  exterminated  by 
the  Romans .  Again,  as  to  the  Jewifh  Church- State,  we 
muff  diftingqifh  between. its  eflential  Conftitution,  and 
its  outward  Form  of  Adminiftration,  by  peculiar  Ordi¬ 
nances  and  Rites  of  Worfhip.  5Tis  granted,  this  latter 
was  abolijfhed  at  the  Death  of  Chrift.  But  the  Jewifh 
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Church,  with  Regard  to  its  effential  Conftitution  as  a 
religiousSociety  join’d  together  in  the  Bonds  of  theCove- 
nant,  for  the  Worfhip  andService  of  God,  to  whom  per¬ 
tained  thePromifes ;  was  never  aholifhed,(tho  the  outward 
-  Form  of  Adminiftration  was  chang’d,  and  the  peculiar 
Ordinances  of  it  abrogated)  but  fubfifted  after  the  Com¬ 
mencement  of  the  Gofpel- Adminiftration,  under  which 
the  Members  of  that  Church  were  the  only  Church  of 
Chrift,  for  divers  Years  after  his  Death  &  Refurre&ion, 
before  theCalling  of  theGentiles.  It  is  theJewifhChurch 
that  is  compar’d  to  an  Olive-Tree  in  Scripture, //<?/.  14.6. 
Jtr.  1 1. 1 6.  But  never  the  Chriftian.  TheUnbelievers  of 
that  Nation  fince  Chrift’s  Coming,  were  the  Branches 
broken  off ;  but  thofe  that  believed  inChrift,are  theBran- 
ches  left  (landing  in  the  Olive-Tree,  and  continued  in 
the  PofTeffion  of  their  ancient  CovenantPrivileges,  as  the 
Chriftian  Seed  of  Abraham ,  under  a  far  better  Difpenfa- 
tion.  And  among  thefe5the  converted  Gentiles  were  the 
Branches  grafted  in.  NoMan  pretends  they  were  grafted 
into  the  Ordinances  of  the  JewifhChurch,  but  among  the 
Members  of  the  Jewifti  Church  into  the  fameStock,unto 
a  Participation  with  them  of  the  Root  and  Fatnefs  of  the 
Olive-Tree^ i.e,  the  Root  of  the  Abrahamitical  Covenant, 
with  all  the  main  Privileges  derived  thence  to  the  Jewifh 
Church,  which  that  Church  was  never  cut  off  from  by 
the  Gofpel-Difpenfation  fucceeding,  but  which  were  im¬ 
prov’d  to  greater  Perfection.  And  to  fay, that  the  Stock 
of  the  Jewifh  Church  is  intirely  cut  down  by  the  Ax  being 
laid  at  the  Root ,  is  to  fay,  that  God  harh  excommunica¬ 
ted  and  caft  off  his  ancient  People  ;  which  is  the  very 
Objection  that  the  Apoftle  fets  himfelf  to  confute  in  this 
Chapter ,  and  reje£ls  it  with  great  Vehemence  andAbhor- 
rence.  f.  1.  Hath  God  caji  away  his  People  ?  God  for¬ 
bid.  (He  means  his  Jewifh  People  taken  into  that  Rela¬ 
tion  to  him  as  the  Seed  of  Abraham)  and  therefore  the 
Apoftle  inftancing  in  his  own  Perfon  as  one  of  theRem- 
nant  which  God  had  referved  to  himfelf,  {for  I  alfo  am 
an  Ifraelite )  is  careful  to  add,,  of  the  Seed  of  Abraham  &c. 
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This  Remnant  were  the  Branches  of  the  Olive-Tree  that 
fprang  from  the  Root  of  Abraham  s  Covenant,  while  the 
unbelieving  Party  were  disfranchis’d. 

(4.)  He  pretends,  that  “the  Olive-"!  ree  of  whofe  Root 
44  and  Fatnefs  believing  Gentiles  partake,  is  the  Goipel 
44  Church- State, out  ot  which  thejews  that  rejebtedChrift 
44  were  left.5’  But  this  Senfe  is  againft  the  current  of 
Interpreters,  and  which  is  more,  it  is  offering  Violence 
to  the  Text,  being  contrary  to  the  plain  Characters  laid 
down  in  this  Allegory  :  which  direCts  us  to  a  different 
Interpretation,  and  can  with  no  Propriety  ol  Speech  or 
Senfe,  be  accommodated  to  the  JewifhUnbehevers,  if  the 
Gofpel  Church-State  be  meant  by  the  Olive-Tree.  For 
to  inftance  in  one  or  two  Particulars. 

(1.)  How  could  the  unbelieving  Jews  be  broken  off 
from  theGofpel-Church,  who  were  never  in  it  ?  For  that 
is  the  Word  here  ufed,  Execlaftbeefan ,  broken  off;  not  left 
out ,  as  he  would  infinuate  to  his  Reader  :  which  carries  a 
very  different  Senfe  :  To  be  left  out  is  one  Thing,  and  to 
be  broken  off  is  quite  different.  The  Heathen  that  never 
had  the  Gofpel  preached,  as  well  as  the  Unbelievers  who 
had,  are  left  out  of  the  GofpeFChurch  ;  but  none  can  be 
faid  to  be  broken  off  from  it, but  who  were  once  in  it :  ’tis 
as  good  Senfe  to  fay, a  Branch  may  be  broken  off  from  a 
Tree  that  was  never  in  it,  nor  grew  from  it.  But  our 
Author,  I  prefume,  will  not  admit  the  unbelieving  Jews 
ever  to  have  been  in  the  Gofpel- Churches  it  is  certain 
they  never  were  fo  much  as  vifibleMembers  of  it. There¬ 
fore  this  only  might  convince  him,  that  he  is  wrong  in 
his  Suppofition,that  theOlive  Tree  is  theGofpel  Church- 
Scate.  His  own  Maxim  might  confute  him,  for  has  he 
already  forgotten  what  he  had  faid  but  the  Page  before, 
44  It  is  a  great  Impropriety  and  Impertinence,  to  talk  of 
44  cutting  off  from  that  which  was  never  had,  and  never 
44  was.”  And  is  it  not  as  great  Impropriety  and  Im¬ 
pertinence  to  talk  of  the  unbelieving  Jews  being  broken 
oft’  from  the  Olive  Tre-e,  that  is  (  in  his  Opinion  )  from 
the  Gofpel  Church-State, who  were  neverMembers  of  it  ? 

(2.)  if 


I 


396  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  V, 

(2.)  If  this  Opinion  were  true,  that  the  Olive-Tree 
here,  is  the  Gofpel  Church-State,  and  if  the  unbelieving 
Jews  never  had  any  Intereft  in  that  Church  State  ;  with 
what  Reafon  or  Truth  could  the  Apoftle  call  it  their  own 
Olive-Tree^  f.  24  ?  How  could  it  be  their  own ,  if  they 
never  had  any  Propriety  in  orRelation  to  it  ?  As  it  is  ma¬ 
nifest  they  never  had  to  the  Gofpel-Church.  It  could 
therefore  in  no  other  Senfe  be  called  their  cwnOlive-Tree , 
than  as  they  formerly  pertained  to  it  as  Branches,  whilft 
they  werevifible  Members  of  the  Jewifh  Church. 

(3.)  Why  are  they  called  the  natural  Branches  of  this 
Olive-Tree  ?  The  Apoftle  fpeaking  of  a  future  Conver- 
fion  of  the  Jews,  faith,  f.  24.— How  much  more  Jhallthefe 
which  be  the  natural  Branches ,  be  graffed  into  their  own 
Olive-Tree  ?  Were  the  unbelievingjews  the  naturalBran- 
ches  of  the  GofpelChurch-State  ?  Or  doth  not  thisPhrale 
moft  plainly  point  out  this  Senfe  to  us,  viz.  That  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  their  natural  defcent  from  Abraham ,  according  to 
theConftitution  of  God’sCovenant  with  him,  they  had  the 
Privilege  of  vi  fibleChurch-Memberfhip  belonging  to  them 
and  theirSeed,from  which  they  were  broken  off  thro’Un- 
belief ;  but  upon  theirConverfion  andFaith  in  Chr;ft,they 
ihallbe  reinftated  in  their  formerCovenantPrivi]eges,and 
partake  again  of  the  Root  &  Fatnefs  of  their  ownOlive- 
Tree  ;  and  this  Privilege  among  others,  of  having  the 
Covenant  continued  to  their  natural  Seed,  as  it  had  been 
from  the  Beginning, and  that  without  Variation  fromAge 
to  Age,  to  the  World’s  End  ;  as  plainly  appears  from 
f.  26,27.  of  this  Chapter ,  compared  with  7/^.59.20,21. 
Thefe  Remarks  entirely  overthrowDr.G/7/’s  Hypotheiis, 
that  the  Gofpel-Church-State  is  meant  here  by  thtOlive- 
Tree.  Which  being  refuted,  his  towering  Boaft  in  what 
follows  under  this  Head,  muft  fall  of  Courfe.  He  fays, 
P.  86.  “  That  this  Text  isfo  far  from  being  decifive  in 
44  the  prefent  Cafe,  that  there  is  not  one  Word,  one  Syl- 
u  lable  about  Baptifm  in  it,  and  ftill  Ids  in  Favour  of  In- 
46  fant- Baptifm.”  Not  one  Word,  one  Syllable  !  Is  no¬ 
thing  then  to  beprov’d  from  Scripture,  but  what  is  con¬ 
tain’d 
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tain’d  in  it,  in  fo  many  Words  and  Syllables  ?  How  will 
he,  or  any  Man  prove  the  Trinity,  the  Incarnation  and 
Satisfaction  of  Chrift,and  otherChriftianDoftrines,  which 
are  not  in  the  very  Words  and  Syllables  contained  in 
Scripture  ?  Such  a  Way  of  arguing,  one  would  think, 
unworthy  of  a  Man  that  pretends  to  a  reafoningFaculty. 
But  what  does  a  Writer  that  ftudies  to  gratify  a  Party, 
care  for  that  ?Jf  it  may  pafs  forArgumenr,withthofe  that 
are  not  much  us’d  to  the  Exercife  of  that  Faculty,  he 
gains  his  Point.  But  to  all  others,  it  will  appear  a  clear 
Cafe,  that  if  theOlive  Tree  with  the  Root  andFatnefs  of 
it,  mean  the  Church  of  Ifrael,  with  all  the  fubftantial Pri¬ 
vileges  of  that  Church,  derived  from  the  Covenant  with 
/ ibrabam  and  his  Seed,  and  continued  undiminifh’d  under 
the  Gofpel-Adminiftration,into  theCommunion  whereof 
the  believing  Gentiles  are  received,  as  his  ingraffed  Seed, 
as  has  been  fully  prov’d  ;  it  undeniably  -follows,  thefe 
Privileges  mu  ft  be  retain’d  in  their  fulleftExtent  byGof- 
pel-Believers,  and  in  Particular,  that  of  the  Covenant- In- 
tereft  of  their  natural  Seed,  with  their  Right  to  the  ini¬ 
tiating  Token  of  it,  in  its  vifible  Adminiftration  :  And 
this,  if  granted,  will  decide  the  Controverfy,  tho’  their 
be  not  a  Word  or  Syllable  of  Baptifm,  or  of  Infant-Bap- 
tifm  in  the  Argument. 

The  Chapter  is  concluded  with  ourAuthor’s  Attempt 
to  anfwer  the  Charge  of  Partiality,  which  the  Antipas- 
dobaptifts  are  juftly  liable  to,  in  requiring  exprefs  New- 
¥ eft  ament  Proofs  for  Infant-Baptifm,  while  they  do, with¬ 
out  any  Scruple,  admit  Women  to  the  Lord’sTable,and 
yet  are  not  able  to  produce  any  fuch  exprefs  New-Tefta- 
ment  Proof,  that  they  ought  to  be  admitted,  there  being 
no  exprefs  Precept  or  Example  in  the  New-Teftament, 
of  Women’s  partaking  of  that  Sacrament  :  But  he  fails 
in  his  Attempt,  not  being  able  to  bring  any  other  than 
ConfequentialProofs.  HisArguments,I  grant,  to  prove 
Womens  Right  and  Obligation  to  partake  of  the  Lord’s- 
Supper,  are  in  the  Main  conclufive  j  and  he  muft  be  a 
Wrangler  that  will  difpute  them.  But  I  affirm,  that 

there 
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there  are  the  fame,  or  as  good  Proofs  of  the  Baptifm  of 
Infants. 

(i.)  He  pretends  to  fet  afide  the  Arguments  in  the 
Dialogue,  to  prove  Womens  Right  to  partake  of  the 
Lord’s  Supper,  and  yet  makes  ufe  of  the  fame  in  Effect, 
or  Rich  as  coincide  with  them.  It  is  not  44  their  Cove- 
14  nant-lntereft,  or  their  Claim  to  have  the  Covenant- 
44  Seal  to  them,  &c.”  but  44  their  being  Believers  and 
44  Difciples  of  Chrift,”  he  grants  is  the  Ground  of  their 
Admiffion,  (  fo  he  denies  and  affirms  the  fame  Thing  in 
Terms  equipollent)  Whereas  the  only  Ground  of  Belie¬ 
vers  having  a  Right  to  the  Sacraments,  is  their  being  in 
vifible  Covenant  with  God  :  The  Sacraments  being  evi¬ 
dently  founded  on  a  Covenant.  And  we  bring  the  fame 
Proof  for  the  Infants  of  Believers,  theirTitle  to  Baptifm* 
from  their  being  accounted  Believers  and  Difciples. 
il datth,  8.  6.  Aff.  2.  44.  Chap,  15.  10. 

(2.)  He  proves  it  by  “their  Right  to  theOrdinance  of 
Baptifm.”  T  hat  Women  have  a  Right  to  thisOrdinance, 
and  that  there  is  exprefs  Proof  of  this  Right,  is  granted, 
but  I  deny  there  is  fuch  exprefs  Proof  of  their  Right  to 
the  other  Sacrament.  Nor  is  it  fo  clear  aCafe,that  “they 
44  that  have  Right  to  c\ne  Ordinance,  have  to  another,” 
as  not  to  need  Proof.  For  it  may  be  objedted,  that  at 
the  firft  Inftitution  and  Celebration  of  the  Lord’s  Supper, 
there  were  only  Chrift’s  own  Difciples  prefent  as  Com¬ 
municants,  but  not  one  Woman  ^  nor  is  there  any  par¬ 
ticular  pofitive  Diredtion  given  in  the  New-Teftamenc 
for  Womens  partaking.  So  that  this  Proof  is  but  Con^ 
fequential. 

("3.)  He  proves  it  from  44  their  being  Church  Mem¬ 
bers.”  But  if  this  be  good  Proof,  we  bring  the  fame  for 
the  Baptifm  of  Chriftian  Infants.  Luk.  18.  16.  1  Cor .  7. 
,44.  Eph.  5.  25,  26. 

(4.)  He  pretends  to  prove  it  by  Example  But  herein 
he  fails  *,  hisExamples  ar c^Mary,  theMother  of  ourLord, 
and  other  Women,  who  are  faid  to  be  with  theDifciples 
sit  ferufakm>  who  went  into  an  upper  Room,  and  conti¬ 
nued 
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nued  with  one  Accord  in  Prayer  &  Supplication.  API.  i. 
13,  14.  And  in  the  following  Chapter  we  read  of  the 
Difciples  being  together,  and  breaking  of  Bread.  A <51.  2. 
42,  44,  46. — Whence  he  would  gather  an  Example  of 
Womens  partaking  of  the  Lord’s- Supper.  But  here  is 
nothing  exprefs  to  this  Purpofe.  For  (T.)  We  are  not 
certain,  whether  the  Women  mention’d  in  the  firftChap- 
ter,  were  with  theApoftles  at  the  Feaft  of  Pentecojt, which 
was  one  of  the  three  Feftivals,  to  which  the  Males  only 
were  exprelly  requir’d  to  repair.  Exod.  34.23.  Nor  whe¬ 
ther  the  Place  where  they  were  aflembled  when  the  holy 
Gholl  was  given  them,  was  the  fame  with  .that  upper 
Room  into  which  they  entred,  when  they  return’d  to  Je- 
rufalem.  (2.)  Nor  are  Interpreters  agreed  about  the 
breaking  of  Bread  mentioned, ^77.2.42.46. — Whether  itis 
to  be  underftood  of  commonBread,or  ofSacramentalBread. 
But  granting  the  latter,  (3.)  What  is  faid  of  their  con¬ 
tinuing  in  the  breaking  of  Bread,  is  fpoken  of  thofe  that 
were  converted  &  baptiz’d  on  theDay  of  Pentecojl ,  41. 

of  thefe  only  it  is  faid,  f.  42.  And  they  continued  in  the 
Apofties  Doilrine  and  Fellow  [hip,  and  in  breaking  of  Bread, 

.  is  no  exprefs  Precedent,  or  Example  of  Fe¬ 

males  partaking  of  the  Lord’s-Supper.  The  utmoftthat 
can  be  concluded  hence  is,  that  it  is  probable,  fome  Wo¬ 
men  were  admitted  as  Communicants :  And  we  aflert 
there  is  at  leaf!  the  lame  Probability,  that  iome  Infants 
were  baptiz’d  in  the  whole  Ploulholds  mention’d. 

( 5 ■)  He  pretends  to  prove  it  “  by  a  divine  Direction, 

Exhortation  NCommand.  Pie  muftmean  an  exprefs 
divineDiredtion  •,  otherwife  he  fays  no  more  than  what  may 
be  laid  lor  Inlant-Baptifm,  we  have  an  implicitDiredfion, 
Exhortation  and  Command  of  God  for  the  baptizing  of 
Infants  ~,  as  has  been  fliewn.  The  only!  ext  he  brings  to 
prove,  there  is  a  divine  Direction  &  Command  for  Womens 
partaking  of  theLord’s- Supper, is  1  Cor.  11.  2%.  Let  a  Man 
examine  himfelf. ,&  fa  let  him  eat.  Therefore  (fo  hisArgument 
mult  run, ;here  is  an  exprefsDiredtion  and  Command, that 
a  Woman  ought  to  examine  h<v  felf,  and  fotoeat. 

And 


400  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  V. 

( 

And  to  make  this  out,  he  obferves  that  the  Word 
AnthropoSy  a  Man ,  “  is  ot  the  common  Gender,  and  fig- 
tc  nifies  both  Men  and  Women  ”  I  Anjwer ,  though  the 
Word  be  of  the  common  Gender,  and  therefore  applica¬ 
ble  to  both  Sexes,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  Subjed- 
Matter  ipoken  of  to  determine  it  to  one  Kind  rather  than 
another  yet  if  we  infift  on  the  latter,  it  is  here  evidently 
limited  to  the  Male  Kind  by  the  Pronoun  Heauton ,  him - 
ftlj ,  which  is  of  theMalculine,  Let  a  Man  examine  bimjelf \ 
So  that  this  appears  the  weakeft  of  all  his  Proofs-,  for  if 
there  be  no  other  Argument  from  Scripture  to  prove 
Womens  Right,  and  Obligation  to  partake  of  the  iacred 
Supper,this  is  no  Argument  at  all  that  they  ought  to  dofo. 

And  tho  our  Author  affeds  a  different  Method  of 
proving  this,  and  pretends  to  bring  differentReafons  from 
thofe  mentioned  in  th ^Dialogue  •,  yet  inEffed,he  produces 
nothing  of  any  Weight,but  what  is  coincident  with  them  j 
except  that  of  Womens  Right  toBaptifm  ;  and  excepting 
this  only,  which  is  the  Thing  difputed  in  the  Cafe  of  In¬ 
fants  *,  we  bring  the  very  fame  Proof  for  their  Baptifm, 
and  altogether  as  good  as  any  he  is  able  to  alledge  for  the 
Admiffion  of  Women  to  the  facred  Communion.  And 
fo,I  hope,  if  Dr.  Gill  will  hand  to  hisPromife,that  he  will 
have  done  difputing  againft  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  yea, 
“  that  he  will  readily  admit  them  toBaptifm, ”P. 87,89. 
for  the  Conditions  he  requires  are  performed.  It  has  been 
fhewed  of  the  Infants  of  Believers,  that  “they  areMembers 
cc  of  theGofpel-Church,”  and  have  aRight  toalltheOrdi- 
nances  adminiftred  therein,  and  ought  to  be  admitted  to 
them  as  far  as  they  appear  Subjects  capable  ;  and  that 
there  is  as  plain  “  Precept  &  Precedent  for  the  baptizing 
.  of  them,”  as  there  is  for  Womens  Communion.  There¬ 
fore  to  deal  impartially,  he  ought  not  to  exclude  thefor- 
mer  from  one  Ordinance,  if  he  can  without  Scruple,  ad¬ 
mit  the  latter  upon  no  better  Grounds  to  the  other. 

Thus  I  have  hnifhed  my  Remarks  upon  the  main  Sub¬ 
ject  ot  Dr.  Gill’s  Book,  which  he  has  intitled,  The  divine 
Right  of  Inpant  Baptijm  examin'd  difproved .  And  how 

fairly 
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fairly  he  has  examined,  and  how  well  he  has  fucceeded  in 
his  Attempt  to  difprove  this  Right  •,  as  alfo,  whether 
there  be  nothing  /aid  or  done  in  the  Word  of  God  that  gives 
any  Reafon  to  believe  it  is  his  Will  that  it  Should  be  obferv'dy 
(as  this  Gentleman  fo  confidently  affirms  in  his  Intro¬ 
duction,)  I  hope  I  may  withSafety  leave  to  every  impar¬ 
tial,  intelligent  Reader  to  judge,  after  the  Perufal  of  the 
foregoing  Remarks.  I  have  been  put  upon  faying  many 
Things,  and  making  ufe  of  many  Arguments  that  have 
been  often  faid  and  ufed  in  theDefence  of  Infant-Baptifm  : 
Which  could  not  well  be  avoided,  when  the  fame  Ob¬ 
jections  and  Cavils  are  raifed  by  its  Adverfaries  :  But  if 
I  miflake  not,  I  have  added  fome  new  Illuftration  and 
Enforcement  to  thofe  feveral  Arguments,  according  to 
the  Analogy  of  holy  Scripture  •,  at  leaft,  fuch  as  have 
not  occur’d  to  me  in  anyAuthor  I  have  feen.  And  upon 
the  whole,  I  may  venture  to  fay,  that  of  all  the  Truths 
and  Duties  that  are  not  deliver’d  in  exprefs  Terms  in 
Scripture,  but  are  by  juft  and  neceflary  Confequences  to 
be  deduced  thence,  this  . of  Infant-Baptifm  appears  to  me 
with  the  moft  clear  and  fatisfying  Evidence,  and  the 
Grounds  of  it  therein, as  legible  as  if  written  withtheBeams 
of  theSun.  And  fince  it  isaDoftrine  apparently  conducive 
to  theHonour  &  Glory  of  God’s  richGrace  towardsMan 
and  to  the  Intereft  &Propagation  of  theKingdom  of  Jefus 
Chrift  in  the  World,  as  the  fan&ified  Means  of  tranf- 
tnitting  it  to  future  Ages  among  the  natural  Seed  of  the 
Church, and  to  the  Eftablifhment  of  the  Duty,  Comfort 
and  Benefit  of  Men  were  it  doubtful,  yet  methinks  it 
fliould  be  very  defirable  to  every  good  Man  to  fee  it  con¬ 
firm’d  by  good  Scripture-Evidence ;  and  efpecially  to 
«very  one  that  has  the  Bowels  of  a  Parent,  who  is  con¬ 
cern’d  to  find  fome  Intimations  in  the  Word  of  God,  as 
theGround  of  his  Faith  and  Prayer,  Comlort  and  Hope, 
concerning  his  Children  (and  luch Intimations  abundant¬ 
ly  fufficient  for  that  Purpofe  have, in  this  &  the  forevoino- 
Chapter,  been  ofFer’d  to  the  Reader)  infomuch  thatpre- 
judices  cherilh’d  in  Men’s  Minds  againfl:  this  wholefome 
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Dodlrine,  on  Grounds  fo  weak  and  frivolous,  as  we  have 
leen,  appear  at  once  both  unreafonable,  uncharitable  and 
uncomfortable. 

All  that  remains  is  to  make  feme  brief  Remarks  on 

i 

his  laft  Chapter,  which  relates  to  the  Mode  of  Admini- 
ftration. 


Chap.  VI. 

The  Lawfulnefs  of  the  Mode  of  admini- 
ftring  Baptiim  by  Affujion ,  or  Sprinklings 
defended. 

other  Part  of  the  Controverfy  rais’d  by  our 
4i>T<§§2  Antipaedobaptifts,  which  this  Chapter  relates  to, 
being  about  the  external  Mode  of  adminiftring 
the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm,  whether  by  pouring 
on  Water, or  putting  intoWater,  the  Party  to  be  baptized, 
feems  one  of  the  moll  trifling  Controverlies  that  ever  was 
manag’d.  It  is  a  Controverfy,  I  fay,  rais’d  by  our  Ad- 
verfaries,  (whether  from  an  humorous  Singularity,  or 
Spirit  of  Contradiction  to  their  Fellow-Chriilians,  or  (as 
it  generally  happens  to  moft  Sectaries)  from  an  intempe¬ 
rate  and  unquiet  Zeal  for  their  own  Opinion)  and  that 
for  little  or  no  Caufe  given  them.  For  if  they  prefer  the 
Mode  of  Dipping  as  more  agreable  to  their  Notion  of 
Baptifm,  or  if  they  be  not  fatisfied  in  their  Confciences 
with  receiving  it  in  any  otherWay, they  might  freely, and 
without  Offence  enjoy  their  own  Opinion,  and  make  ulc 
of  the  Mode  they  are  fo  fond  of:  We  fhould  have  no 
Controverfy  with  them  ;  provided,  they  would  extend 
the  like  Candour  to  thofeChriftian  Brethren  from  whom 
they  differ,  and  allow  them  the  Liberty  of  their  own 
Judgment,  believing  they  alfo  are  perfuaded  in  their.own 
Confciences'  ol"  the  Lawfulnefs  and  Validity  of  the  other 

Baptifm. 
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For  all  or  moft  Paedobaptifts  do  allow  the  Wafhing  the 
Body  by  dipping  it  in  Wacter  to  be  a  lawful  and  valid 
Adir.iniflration  of  the  Ordinance,  though  not  that  only. 
But  for  that  People  to  fet  up  their  own  Perfuafion  as  a 
Standard,  and  to  cenfure  and  condemn  the  Baptifm  of 
others  as  a  Nullity, becaufe  they  don’t  come  up  to  it  in 
that  Particular,  or  meerly  becaufe  they  are  not  wafhed  by 
Dipping,  but  only  by  the  Affufion  of  Water  •,  what  is  it 
eife  but  to  make  the  whole  Ordinance  of  Baptifm, and  all 
vifibleChriftianity,  to  depend  on  a  Nicety,  a  Formality, 
and  even  a  Formality  not  exprefly  inflituted,or  required 
by  Jefus  Chrift  ?  This  is  purely  a  Piece  of  Pharifaifm, 
and  favours  nothing  of  the  Spirit  of  the  Gofpel,  which  is 
not  nice  and  punctual  about  the  little  Modes &Circum- 
ftances  of  religious  Actions  •,  and  can  have  Place  only  in 
Minds  too  far  addi&ed  to  Superftition.  Such  being  the 
Nature  of  the  Subieft  of  this  Chapter,  I  fhall  not  dwell 
long  upon  it,  but  fhail  nrft  propound  a  fewThings  tend¬ 
ing  to  clear  and  fettle  the  Point  :  And  then  make  fome  , 
brief  Animadversions  on  Dr.  Gill's  Exceptions  to  the  fe- 
veral  PaflTages  in  the  Dialogue. 

I.  I  fay  then,  Though  the  wafhing  of  Water,  or  the 
Application  of  Water  to  the  Body  or  Fiefh,  in  a  Way- 
proper  for  wafhing, is  of  the  EfTence  of  Baptifm'-,  yet  the 
Mode  of  this  Application,  whether  by  Sprinkling,  pour¬ 
ing  on,  or  dipping  intoWater,  is  not  eflential  ;  nor  is  it 
determined  by  any  Inflitution  of  the  New-Teftament. 
That  it  is  a  true  and  proper  Baptifm  which  is  inftituted 
by  Chrift,  in  which  the  Element  .of  Water  is  to  be  ufed, 
we  maintain  againft  the  Quakers,  from  clear  and  unde¬ 
niable  Teftimonies  of  Scripture  :  fuch  as  (for  Inftance) 
Ad.  10.  47.  Can  any  Man  forbid  Water ,  that  thefe  Jhould 
not  be  baptifed  ?  But  all  that  is  made  eflential  by  the  In- 
ftitution  to  the  outward  Mode  of  Adminiftration,  is  the 
Application  of  Water  to  the  Body, or  wafhing  the  Body, 
or  Part  of  ir,withWater.  So  much  is  manifeftly  required 
in  all  fuch  Paflages  in  facred  Writ,  as  fpeak  of  Baptifm 
fts  an  outward  W afhiig.  It  is  ftiled,  the  wajhing  of  V/a~ 
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ter,  Eph.5,26.  And  the  baptized  are  laid  to  have  their 
Bodies  wajhed  with  pure  Water ,  Heb.  10.  22.  And  the 
Apoftle  Peter  diftinguilhing  between  the  outward  &  fpi- 
ritual  Part  of  Baptifm,or  between  the  outward  Sign  and 
the  Thing  fignified,  expreffes  the  outward  Ydin,by  putting 
away  of  the  Filth  of  theFleJh ,  1  Pet,  3. 2 1.  And  as  there  are 
feveral  Ways  of  doing  this,  either  by  pouring  of  Water, 
or  dipping  into  Water,  io  there  is  nothing  exprefs  in  the 
New-Teftament  to  determine  the  Mode  this  Way  or  the 
other  :  but  tor  ought  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  it  is 
left  to  the  Difcretion  of  Chriifians,as  a  Matter  of  Liberty 
and  Indifferency.  To  this  Purpofe  let  me  obferve, 

II.  That  the  Greek  Word  (which  is  retain’d  in  our 
Tranflation  and  moil:  others)  Baptizo ,  to  baptize ,  (about 
which  our  Adverfaries  make  fuch  a  Noife  and  Buftle)  is 
never  ufed  in  Scripture  in  fuch  a  Senfe  as  obliges  us  to 
underftand  dipping  to  be  thereby  meant,  but  only  a  walh- 
ing  in  general,  without  determining  the  Senfe  to  this  or 
that  Mode  of  Walking  ;  tho’ it  be  fometimes  found  in 
Greek  Authors  to  fignify  to  immerge  or  dip ,  as  the  Sub- 
jedt-Matter  that  happens  to  be  fpoken  of  requires, as  well 
as  to  wafh  by  pouring,  or  Sprinkling.  And  hence  Cri- 
ticks,  and  Lexiographers,do  commonly  render  it  indiffe¬ 
rently  by  the  Words,  Immerge,  Lavo,  to  dip,  to  wafh  ; 
yet  when  the  Difpute  is  about  the  Ufe  of  a  Word  in  a 
Scripture-Inftitution,  all  Reafon  requires  that  we  fhould 
underftand  it  in  theSenfe  in  which  theScripture  conftantly 
ufes  it.  Now  where  ever  the  Word  occurs  in  the  New- 
Teftament,it  does  not  neceflarily  require  the  Idea  of  Dip¬ 
ping  to  be  affixed  to  it,  any  more  than  Affufion, but  only 
that  of  waffling  in  general.  Hence  it  is  that  ourTranfla- 
tors,  have  rightly  rendred  the  Word  wajhing ,  in  many 
Places  off  the  New-Teftament  j  the  fame  W  ord  in  the 
Original, which  they  elfewhere  render  Baptifm,  or  baptize . 
It  is  obferv’d  of  the  Fharifecs  and  all  the  Jews, except  they 
wafh  their  Hands  eft ,  they  eat  not ,  Mar.  7.3.  The  Word 
there  ufed  is  the  common  Word  for  wajhing .  Now  this 
walking  of  the  Hands  before  Dinner,  is  elfewhere  called 
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the  baptizing  of  the  Man, in  the  Greek.  Luk.  1 1.38.  The 
Pharifee  that  invited  our  Saviour  to  dine  with  him,  mar¬ 
velled  that  he  had  not  fir  ft  wafhed  ftbaptifthee ;  that  he  was 
not  baptized)  before  Dinner.  Which  plainly  Ihews,  that 
the  Words  wajhing  and  baptizing,  are  indifferently  ufed 
for  one  and  the  fame  Thing  ;  and  that  fo  as  to  leave  the 
Mode  of  wafhing,  whether  by  Affufion  or  Dipping,  un¬ 
determined  for  the  Hands  are  as  commonly  wafh’d,  by 
pouring  Water  on  them,  as  by  dipping  them  into 
Water.  And  thofe  that  are  {kill’d  in  this  Sort  of  Criti- 
cifm,  do  affure  us,  that  theJewsCuftom  was  to  wafh  their 
Hands  by  Affufion.*  Again,  it  is  faid  of  the  Jews,  that 
when  they  come  from  the  Market  except  they  wajh  ;  can  mee 
baptifontai,  except  they  are  baptized ")  they  eat  not  :  And 
many  other  'Things  there  be  which  they  have  received  to  hold , 
as  the  wafhing  of  the  Cups  &  Pots ,  and  brafien  Veffels,and  of 
Tables  (or  rather  of  Beds ,  as  the  Word  more  properly  fig- 
nifies)  theWord  in  the  Greek  is,  baptifmous,  the  Baptifms 
of  Cups  &c.  Mar.  7.  4/  Now  there  is  not  one  of  thefe 
Things  that  neceffarily  requires  dipping,  in  order  to  its 
being  wafhed, which  may  as  well  be  done  by  pouring  out 
Water.  Butfomeof  thefe  Things  feem  necefiarily  to 
require  wafhing  by  Affufion  :  for  who  ever  wafhes  Ta¬ 
bles  ot  Beds,  by  dipping  or  plunging  them  into  Water? 
Therefore  it  is  evidently  a  Miftake  to  fay,  that  Baptifm 
requires  Dipping,  in  its  Signification,  when  us’d  of  any 
other  Wafhing,  befides  the  Sacramental.  And  to  make 
this  more  evident,  I  fhall  add  one  Inftance  more  :  The 
Writer  to  the  Hebrews  fpeaking  of  the  legal  Purificati¬ 
ons  which  were  typical  of  the  faving  Virtue  of  the  Blood 
of  Chrift  in  purging  the  Confidence  from  dead  Works,  men¬ 
tions  divers  Wajhings,  Heb.  9.  10.  In  the-  Greek  it  is, 
Diaphorois  baptifimois  ;  divers  Baptifms,  or  fas  the  Words 
fignify)  different  Sorts  of  Baptifms  :  Now  there  were 
two  Sorts  of  Wafhings  under  the  Law,  Bathing,  and 
Sprinkling,or  Affufion  ;  and  both  are  included  under  the 
1'erm  Baptifms  here  ufed  :  Which  is  a  plainDemonftra- 
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tion  that  the  facred  Writers  ufe  the  Word  Baptifm  for 
Wafhing, in  its  large  and  general  Signification,  as  inclufive 
of  the  leveral  Ways  of  performing  it,  or  in  fuch  a  Senfe 
as  does  not  determine  it  to  this  or  the  other  Mode.  Or, 
ii  we  iuppofe  the  Baptifms  in  the  Text  laft  mentione  j,to 
have  Relerence  to  one  Mode  rather  than  another,  the 
Context  clearly  carries  it  forSprinkling.  For  the  facred 
Writer  in  the  following  Words  giving  an  Example  of 
thele  iVafloings ,  or  Baptifms ,  instances  only  in  thofe 
legal  Purifications  that  were  performed  by  Sprinkling. 

13.  For  if  the  Blood  of  Bulls  and  of  Goats,  and  the  Afhes 
cf  an  Heifer,  fprinkling  the  Unclean,  fanaifieth  to  the  puri¬ 
fying  of  the  Flefo,  &c.  Which  Words  have  a  plain  Refe¬ 
rence  to  th£  Waters  cf  Separation  ;  in  which  the  Afhes  of 
a  red  Heifer  were  mingled  ;  which  were  appointed  to  be 
Iprinkled  on  One  that  was  ceremonially  Unclean  ;  of 
which  weread.at  large,  Numb .  19.  per  tot .  Whence  it  is 
manifeft,  that  a  Walking  or  Purification,  perform’d  by 
Sprinkling,  is  in  the  Senfe  and  Language  of  holy  Scrip¬ 
ture, a  true  and  properBaptifm.  So  far  is  the  Word  bap¬ 
tize,  or  Baptifm,  from  determining  theSenfe  toDipping, 
that  in  the  Scripture  Ufe  and  Signification  of  it,  it  is  ne¬ 
ver  limited  to  that  Mode  •,  but  the  Term, we  fee,  is  ufed 
therein  of  fuch  Purifications  as  are  exprefs’d  by  the  other 
Mode  of  Sprinkling.  Nothing  therefore  can  be  conclud¬ 
ed  in  favour  of  Dipping,  from  the  conftant  Ufe  of  the 
Word  baptife  in  the  New-Teftament. 

III.  ChriitianBaptifm  is  very  frequently  exprefs’d  in  the 
New-Teftament,  by  the  generalTerm  of  Wafhing',  which 
may  be  applied  to  anyKind  of  Walking  ;  as  appears  from 
the  Places  I  have  cited,  wherein  Baptifm  is  called  the 
wafhing  cf  Water,  and  having  the  Body  wajhed  with  pure 
Water  \  and  it  is  called  the  wafoing  of  Regeneration,  Tit. 
3.  5.  And  the  Thing  fignified  is  often  denominated  from 
the  outward  Si^a^Wafhing^CleanfingW  urging.  Adi. 22.16 , 
strife  and  be  baptized, and  wajh  away  thy  Sins.  1  Cor. 6. 1 1. 
Ye  are  wafoed,  ye  are  fanStified,  &c.  Eph.  5.  26.  F'hat  he 


might  fantlify  <3  clean fe  ii  with  ike  wafhing  of  Water.  2  Pet. 
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i.  9. — Hath  f ergot  ten  that  he  was  purged  from  his  old  Sins , 
i.  e.  in  Baptifm.  So,  by  what  appears  irom  the  Writers 
of  the  New-Teftament,  Baptizing  &  IV aping  are  ufed  by 
them  as  fynonymous  Terms.  *  Though  therefore  the 


Chriftian  Church  has  appropriated  the  tormer  to  fignify 


the  firft  Sacrament  of  the  New-Teftament,  which  might 
have  been  as  well  exprefs’d  by  Ablution ,  or  Waping ,  yet 
the  former  is  of  no  greater  Force  to  infer  the  Neceffity  of 
Dipping,  than  the  Jatter. 

IV.  The  Analogy  to  the  Thing  fignify’d,  is  preferv’d 
in  both  Modes  of  Baptifm,  which  is  Remiftion  of  Sms  in 
the  Blood  of  Chrift,  and  Regeneration  and  Sanftificatioh 
by  the  Spirit.  And  if  our  Obligation  to  a  fpirirual  Con¬ 
formity  to  the  Death  &  Refurredion  of  Chrift,  in  which 
our  Sandification  confifts,  (which  is  fpoken  of  in  one  or 
two  Places  of  the  New-Teftament,  as  one  Intent  of  Bap¬ 
tifm  :  j Rom.  6.  4.  Col.  2.  12.)  be  fitly  reprefented  by  the 
Mode  of  Plunging,  yet  the  Application  of  the  Blood  of 
Chrift  for  the  Remiffion  of  Sins,  and  the  divinelnfiuences 
of  the  Spirit  for  our  Regeneration  &  Sanctification,  which 
are  the  great  Bleflings  of  divineGrace  fignified  inBaptifm, 
are  much  more  frequently  reprefented  and  exprefied  by 
Sprinkling  &  EfFufion.  PIeb.10,22.  — Having  our  Hearts 
fprinkled  from  an  evil  Cenfcience ,  (which  is  the  internal  and 
fpiritual  Fart  of  Baptifm, anfwering  the  outward  Sign,  in 
the  following  Words)  and  our  Bodies  wafhed  with  pure 
TFater.  i  Pet.  i.  2.— -Through  the  Sanctification  of  the  Spi¬ 
rit  unto  Obedience,  and  the  Sprinkling  of  the  Blood  of  Jefus. 
And  divers  other  PafTages  cited  in  the  Dialogue  to  this 
Purpcfe.  And  the  Communications  of  the  Spirit  forRe- 
generation,  &c.  are  in  the  common  Phrafe  of  Scripture 
called  the  pouring  out  of  the  Spirit,  that  I  need  not  cite 
Texts.  So  that  if  any  Thing  be  argued  from  the  Ana¬ 
logy  of  the  Sign  to  the  Thing  fignified,  for  the  Determi¬ 
nation  of  the  outward  Mode  of  Adminiftration,  the  Ar¬ 
gument,  we  fee,  muft  preponderate  in  Favour  of  Sprink¬ 
ling,  pr  pouring  of  Water  ;  though  it  be  granted  that 
feme  Part  of  this  Analogy  is  veil  exprefs’d  by  the  Mode 
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V.  T  here  is  no  Example  extant  in  theNew-Teftament 
of  fo  much  as  one  Perfon,  of  whom  there  is  any  certain 
Evidence  that  he  was  baptized  by  being  plung’d  intoWa- 
ter.  All  that  is  pleaded  in  Favour  of  it,  is  from  Proba¬ 
bility  only  ;  as  theAccount  given  us  by  the  facred  Hifto- 
rian,  of  many  repairing  to  fome  River  or  Conflux  of  Wa¬ 
ter,  where  they  were  baptized  ;  and  their  going  down  to* 
and  coming  up  from,  or  out  of  the  Water.  But, 

(i.)  We  don’t  read  of  one  Inflance  of  any  Perfon  who 
repair’d  to  a  River  or  Conflux  of  Water,  purely  on  the 
Defign  of  being  baptiz’d  therein.  All  the  Inflances  of 
thofe  who  are  baptiz’d  in  Rivers  or  Brooks  belong’d  to 
the  Baptifm  of  John  ;  there  is  but  one  Inflance  recorded 
in  the  Book  of  the  Acls^  which  is  that  of  theEunuch  bap- 
tiz  d  by  Philip.  They  met  with  Water  occafionally  as  they 
travelled, at  the  Inftant  the  Eunuch  was  converted  to  the 
Faith  of  Chrift  by  the  Preaching  of  Philip .  A6t.  8.36. 
Here  was  no  going  toWater,with  a  Defign  of  being  bap¬ 
tiz’d.  And  as  for  John, his  baptizing  in  Rivers, this  may 
be  accounted  for  from  theManner  of  his  Education  in  the 
Deferts  of  Judea  ;  where  he  very  much  confin’d  his  Mi- 
niftry,  in  Fulfilment  of  the  Prophecy  of  Ifaiab  concern¬ 
ing  him.  The  Vcice  of  one  crying  in  theWildernefs^  Mat.  3. 

I, 3.  There  is  no  Intimation  in  facred  Writ,  that  thePeo- 
ple  repair’d  to  Jordan ,  or  any  other  Places  of  Water  for 
the  Sake  of  being  baptized  in  them  :  But  they  repaired 
to  John ,  to  attend  his  Miniftry,  and  many  were  brought 
thither  out  of  Curiofity,  as  our  Saviour  intimates,  Mat, 

II.  7.  And  having  chofen  his  Refidence  in  fuch  Places 
where  he  might  be  near  Water  for  the  Convenience  of 
baptizing  the  Multitudes  that  reforted  to  hisMiniftry,  not 
having  (’tis  to  be  fuppos’dj  any  other  Convenience  of 
Vefifels  for  bringing  Water,  in  fuch  a  Place  as  the  Wil- 
dernefs,  thofe  that  embrac’d  hisDodxine  were  baptiz’d  of 
him  in  Jordan  and  other  Places  of  Water  :  but  the  facred 
Writers  are  entirely  filent  as  to  theManner  ol  his  baptizing 
them,  whether  by  plunging  their  Bodies  in  whole  or  in 
part  under  Water,  or  by  pouring  Water  on  their  Faces. 

/  la 
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In  the  Account  the  Evangelifls  give  us,  there  is  nothing 
that  makes  for  or  againlt  one  Side  or  the  other,  in  the 
Controverfy. 

(2.)  What  is  related  of  fome,  their  going  down  into 
the  Water,  and  coming  out  of  it,  I  fhall  afterwards  have 
Occafion  to  fpeak  to  that :  In  the  mean  Time,  nothing 
can  be  concluded  thence, as  to  theMode  of  their  Baptifm. 
There  going  down  into  the  Water,  and  coming  up  from 
it  was  one  Thing,  and  their  Baptifm  another.  There  are 
many  learned  Faedobaptifls  (’tis  to  be  confefs’d)  who  do 
think  it  highly  probable, that  they  were  dipp’d.  But  none 
that  I  ever  knew  or  heard  of, but  the  Antip^dobaptifts, 
do  confidently  conclude  from  thefe  Inftances,  that  it  is 
certain  they  were  fo  ;  whereas  nothing  is  more  certain,than 
that  thofe  who  draw  this  Conclufion,  go  beyond  their 
Evidence.  But  if  it  be  thought  probable  that  John  bap¬ 
tiz’d  by  Dipping,  it  mull  be  thought  equally  probable, 
if  not  much  more  fo,  that  others  were  baptiz’d  by  AfFu- 
fion  ;  as  thole  three  Thoufand  at  Pentecojt, PaulJZornelius 
his  Company,  the  Jailor  and  his  Houfliold.  It  can’t  ra¬ 
tionally  be  thought  by  any  one  who  confiders  theHiftory 
of  thefe  Baptifms,that  thefe  feveral  Perfons  were  dipp’d  : 
(But  thefe  Inftances  will  occur  again)  therefore  it  is  unac¬ 
countable,  that  any  (hould  be  fo  pertinacious  as  to  think 
no  other  Way  of  Baptifm  lawful,  but  that  of  Dinamo- 
I  fhall  only  add,  °" 

VI.  Were  it  certain  (as  it  is  not)  that  Dipping  was  the 
moft  common  Mode  of  Baptizing  in  the  Apoftles  Times 
yet  it  will  by  no  Means  follow  that  that  is  the  only  law- 
fulMode,but  that  the  other  ofAffufion  is  full  as  valid  an 
Adminiftration  of  the  Ordinance.  For  the  Inftitution  re¬ 
quiring  Baptifm  orWafhing  with  Water, has  not  determi¬ 
ned  the  Adminiftration  of  it  to  this  or  that  Mode,  but 
(as  was  fhewed)  left  it  as  a  Matter  of  Indifferency.  There¬ 
fore  thofe  in  Judea ,  and  other  warmer  Countries,  where 
Bathing  were  fo  common  and  cuftomary  aThino-,rni°iit 
reafonably  be  fuppos’d  fromInclination,Cuftom&Choice 
to  receive  their  Baptifm  by  Dipping.  But  then,  what 

Authority 
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Authority  has  their  Practice  in  a  Matter  of  Liberty,  to 
bind  others  ?  W  hatReafon  can  be  given  why  theirChoice 
and  PraCtife  fhould  debar  otherChriftians  of  theirLiberty 
to  choofe  the  other  Mode  ?  Thofe  Pxdobaptijis  therefore, 
who  approved  dipping  in  Baptifm,  and  have  been  of 
Opinion  that  it  was  the  Practice  of  the  primitiveChurch, 
do  yet  ftrongly  aflert  the  Liberty  of  the  Chriftian- Church 
to  make  ufe  of  eitherMode,  as  in  aMatter  of  Indifference, 
according  to  the  Variation  of  Times,  Places,  and  Circum- 
ftances  *,  *  holding  thatChrift  has  no  where  diredtly  com- 
mandedPlunging  orSprinkiiog,but  onlyBaptizing, which 
may  be  perform’d  in  either  of  thefe  Modes.  And  it  is  in 
great  Wifdom  and  Kindnefs  that  our  bleffedLord  has  ap¬ 
pointed  the  Sacrament  of  Initiation  into  his  Religion,  in 
fuch  general  Terms,  as  baptizing  or  wajhing  with  Water 
in  the  Name  of  the  Father,  the  Son, and  the  holy  Ghoft, 
leaving  the  Mode  of  Adminidration  free,  that  it  might 
be  the  better  accommodated  to  the  State  &Circumftances 
of  particular  Perfons  of  all  Ages,  and  of  all  Nations  of 
the  Earth.  Since  his  Religion  was  defign’d  to  be  an  uni- 
verfal  Religion  ;  it  was  proper  that  the  initiating  Rite 
fhould  be  of  fuch  a  Nature  as  might  be  adapted  to  the 
Circumftances  of  all  Nations,  that  all  Sorts  of  Perfons 
might  have  free  A.ccefs  to  the  Means  of  their  Salvation, 
thofe  in  Infancy  and  Childhood,  as  well  as  thofe  of  elder 
Years  •,  thofe  of  a  weak  and  ficklyConftitution,as  well  as 
the  healthy  and  ftrong,  and  that  in  the  feveral  Countries 
and  Climates  of  the  Earth,  and  in  the  feveral  Seafons  of 
theYear,  the  coldeft  as  well  as  warmed.  Whereas  to  have 
limited  the  Ordinance  to  the  Mode  of  Plunging  under 
Water,  would  have  been  a  reftrainingthat  vifible  Symbol 
of  the  Chriftian  Religion,  to  thofe  only  who  are  able  to 
bear  it,  without  endangering  theirHeakh  :  Which  leems 
not  congruous  to  a  religious  Indication,  which  was  de- 
fjern’d  for  all  Nations  of  Men  without  Limitation. 

The  foregoing  Obiervations,  which  cannot  be  fairly 
contradicted,  do  diffidently  obviate  all,  or  mod  of  Dr. 

Gilt's 

*  Vid.  Zanch.  Opera.  Tom.  IV.  P.  493,494* 
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G/7/’s  Objections  in  this  Chapter  ;  for  all  that  he  has  ad¬ 
vanc’d  relating  to  the  Mode  of  Adminiftration,  in  Op- 
pofition  to  the  Dialogue,  is  either  granted,  and  nothing 
to  the  Purpofe,  or  doubtful  and  improv’d  ;  or  elfe  arc 
plain  Miftakes,  and  to  be  corrected. 

Firft.  It  is  granted  that  the  Word  Baptizo ,  fignjfies  to 
Dip  or  Plunge ,  as  well  as  to  wafh  *,  and  this  is  not  con¬ 
tradictory  to  the  Dialogue,  which  admits  that  the  Word 
fometimes  fignifies  to  dip ,  P.31.  And  I  make  no  Doubt, 
it  is  often  ufed  in  tnatSignification  inClaffic Authors ;  but 
not  always :  it  has  alfo  with  them  the  more  general  Signifi¬ 
cation  ofAblution,&  even  ofPerfufion  orSprinkling.  And 
therefore  our  Author  might  have  1  pared  hisPains  in  making 
Citations  from  the  Lexicons ,  and  Criticks,for  four  Pages 
together,  to  fliew  the  Meaning  of  the  Word  Baptizo ,  is 
to  dip  ;  fuch  as  Scapula ,  StepbanusySchrevelius>Leigh,)  and 
others, for  the  Lexicons  ;  Calvin ,  Bezafzc.  for  thtCn  ticks  ; 
who  having  Regard  t)  the  Ule  of  the  Word  in  Heathen 
Writers, give  it  this  Senfe  *,  yet  there  is  none  of  them  that 
exclude  the  other  Senfe, in  which  it  is  alfo  ufed  by  Greek 
Writers,  (which  is  evidently  the  Scripture- Senfe  of  the 
WordJ  even  that  of  Ablution  in  general,  or  that  deny 
this  alfo  to  be  a  proper  Senfe  of  theWord.  Yea,moft  of 
tliofe  whom  he  has  cited  render  the  Word,  Mergo,Lavoy 
&c.  to  Dip->  or  Plunge ,  to  make  wety  to  wafh  or  cleanfe  ; 
only  he  fays,  the  primary  Senfe  of  the  Word  is  toD/p,and 
its  confequential  Senfe  is  to  Wafh  *,  P.  90.  If  his  Meaning 
be,  that  Things  are  dip’d  in  order  to  their  being  walk’d, 
I  grant  Walking  to  be  the  Confequence  cf  Dipping,  and 
in  this  RefpeCt  to  have  a  confequential  Senfe  *,  lor,  as 
VoJJius  obferves,  ( cited  in  Leigh's  Crit .  Sacr.)  that  “  a 
“  Lhing  is  wont  to  be  dip'dyor  tmgdytkat  it  might  bewcftfd, 
Ci  therefore  the  Word  is  ufed  for  Wafhingf  in  the  feveral 
1  exts  of  Scripture,  which  he  there  quotes.  But  if  he 
means,  its  proper  Senfe  is  to  Plunge  ;  but  to  wafh  is  an 
improper,  or  figurative  Senfe  of  theWord  ;  he  is  confuted 
by  the  feveral  Lexicons  he  has  been  at  the  Pains  to  cite ; 
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which  equally,and  indifferently  render  it, to  dip, to  wa/h  \ 
and  make  wafting  as  natural  and  proper  a  Senfe  of  the 
Word,  as  dipping.  It  is  ufed  in  an  improper,  and  meta¬ 
phorical  Senfe,  when  applied  to  fignify  great  Afflictions, 
and  the  pouring  out  of  the  Spirit.  But  I  cannot  but  ob- 
ferve  Dr.  Gill  s  Partiality  to  his  own  Side, in  quoting  Mr. 
Leigh  s,  Critica  Sacra ,  (which  is  a  Collection  of  the  molt 
eminentCriticks  in  the  Gi  eeh  Language)  when  he  fattens 
upon  that  Paffage  only  •,  “  The  native  and  proper  Signi- 
fication  of  it  is  to  dip  into  IV iter,  or  to  plunge  under 
Water And  Cafaubon ,  Bucanus ,  Bullinger ,  and  Zanchy, 
are  cited  as  agreeing  to  this  Senfe,  who  were  all  Predo- 
baptifts,  and  never  meant  to  deny  the  other  Senfe  of  the 
Word  :  But  he  conceals,  or  paffes  over  in  Silence,  what 
went  before  in  that  Author  :  viz.  “  The  Word  Baptize , 
**  tho  it  be  deriv  d  from  ( Bapto, )  tingo ,  to  dip ,  otplunge 
“  into  the  Water,  and  fignifieth  primarily  fuch  a  Kind 
of  waffling  as  is  ufed  inBucks,whereLinnen  is  plunged 
**  and  dipt ;  yet  it  is  taken  more  largely  for  any  Kind  of 
“  waffling,rinfing  or  cleanfing,even  where  there  is  nodip- 
11  ping  at  all.”  For  which  he  c.\tesDr.Featly,  who  confirms 
it  by  a  N  umber  of  Texts  out  of  the  New-Teftament ; 
and  adds,  “  Chrift  no  where  requireth  Dipping, but  only 
“  Baptizing-,  which  Wo  rd  ( asHefy  chius,  Stephanas,  Scapula, 
“  and  Budaus ,  the  great  Matters  of  the  Greek  Tongue, 
“  make  good,  by  very  many  Inftances  and  Allegations, 
“  out  of  Claffic  Wrirersj  importeth  no  more  thanAblu- 
“  tion,  .or  Wattling.” 

Our  Author  lays,  Scapula  “  makes  dipping  or  plunging 
“  to  be  the  firft  &  preferable  Senfe  of  the  Words.”  P.  9 1 . 
Tho’  he  as  plainly  gives  it  the  other  Senfe  pleaded  tor. 
But  be  fure,  dipping  mutt  be  the  preferabieSenfe  withDr. 
Gill,  and  his  Party  ;  otherwife  that  Mode  of  Baptizing 
will  lofe  much  of  its  Reputation.  But  why  ttiould  not 
the  Scripture-Senfe  of  the  Word,  be  the  preferable  one, 
efpecially  in  theUfe  of  a  facredlnftitution  ?  WhichSenfe, 
as  it  refufes  not  Dipping,  fo  it  will  admit  Sprinkling  or 
Affufion,  and  ei  her  Way  the  bapti  final  Waffling  may  be 
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performed.  But  when  he  tells  us,  there  is  c 9  no  proper 
“  Walking  but  what  is  by  Dipping  one  would  hardly 
think  him  in  earneft,  being  lb  liable  to  be  confuted  by 
the  common  Senfe  &Cuftomof  Mankind,  that  tofpend 
Words  for  the  Proof  of  the  contrary,  would  appear  fu- 
perfluous,  and  trifling,  as  it  is  even  ridiculous  for  a  Man 
ferioufly  to  aflert,  there  can  be  no  properWafhing  but  by 
Dipping.  P.9  3.  He  refers  his  Readers  toOthers,for  the 
[jie  of  the  Word  in  Greek  Authors  ;  by  the  Inftances  of 
which  he  fays,cc  It  appears  to  have  the  Senfe  ot  Dipping, 
ind  Plunging,  and  not  of  Pouring  or  Sprinkling  and 
particularly  to  Dr.  Gale .  I  might  alfo  refer  the  Reader 
:o  other  Writers  in  this  Controverfy,  who  produce  plain 
md  numerous  Inftances  from  thofe  Greek  Authors  of  the 
)ther  Senfe  of  the  Word,  which  he  oppofes,  and  even  to 
Dr.  Gale  himfelf  *  for  feveral  of  his  own  Inftances  have 
)een  made  to  appear  to  make  againft  him,  and  to  fignify 
wen  Perfufion,  or  Sprinkling.  But  that  Gentleman  has 
ound  out  aWay  to  fecure  himfelf  from  being  ever  worft- 
:d  in  any  Conteft  of  this  Nature,  which  is,when  he  meets 
vith  the  Word  which  in  the  genuine  Meaning  of  theAu- 
hor  is  ufed  for  pouring,  fpr inkling ?or  Jlaining  with  Afper - 
ion,  to  fly  to  a  figurative,  or  metaphorical  Senfe  of  the 
N  ord,  and  to  ftand  to  it  with  Confidence,  that  the  Word 
n  its  native  Signification  intends  Dipping  only.  *  At  this 
late  a  Man  may  be  invincible  in  maintaining  the  °rofleft 
^.bfurdities.  ° 

But  to  what  Purpofe  is  it  to  puzzle  the  illiterateVulgar 
.bout  the  Ufe  of  the  Word  in  profane  Authors,  when'we 
re  difcourfingof  theSacramentalUfe  of  it,about  which  we 
lave  fufficientLight&Dire&ion  given  us  in  the  holyScrip- 
ures  themfelves  ?  I  ihall  therefore  go  on  with  our  Author. 

Secondly \  To  confider  the  Ufe  of  the  Words  Baptize, 
mi  Baptifm  in  the  New-Teftament,and  what  he  excepts 
gainft  theExplication  given  of  them  in  the  Dialogue. 

The  Firjl  Example  mentioned,  is  the  Application  of 
he  Word  Baptize ,  to  the  Defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  on 

the 
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the  A  potties,  and  on  Cornelius  and  his  Company.  Ou 
Saviour  profnifing  to  fend  the  Spirit  to  his  Difciples,faid 
John  truly  baptized  with  JVater ,  but  ye  fjall  be  baptize < 
with  the  Holy  Ghoft .  Aft.  i.  5.  comp.  Aft.  11.  15,  16 
.The  Author  of  the  Dialogue  juftiy  obferves,  That  “  i 
4fc  can’t  be  pretended,  that  here  was  the  leaft  Allufion  to 
44  or  Refemblance  of  Dipping  or  Plunging ,  in  this  Uf 
*c  of  the  Word.55  {Dial.  P.  32.)  i.  e.  It  can’t  with  am 
Shew  of  Realon  be  pretended.  In  Oppofition  hereunto 
Dr.  Gill  fets  up  the  Sentiment  of  the  learned  Cafaubon ,  ; 
very  great  Critick  fhe  faysj  in  the  Greek  Tongue,  who 
it  feems,  was  of  Opinion,  (  as  quoted  by  our  Author 
that  Regard  “is  had  in  this  Place  (  viz.  Aft.  1.  5.  )  u 
“  the  proper  Signification  of  the  Word  ;  for  (  he  adds; 
<c  Baptizein ,  is  to  immerge,  fo  as  to  tinge,  or  dip, and  ir 
<c  this  Senfe  the  Apoftles  are  truly  faid  to  be  baptized 
“  tor  the  Houfe  in  which  this  was  done,  was  filled  wit! 
“  the  Holy  Ghoft,  &c  ”  This  indeed  is  an  Inftana 
thatfhews  how  fomelearnedCriticks,  arefomenmes  forc’c 
to  ftrain  their  Fancies  to  make  Words  chinck  to  theij 
pre-conceived  Opinions.  But  by  the  Leave  of  this  verj 
learned  Critick,  let  me  obferve,  That  before  he  or  anj 
other  Man  can  pretend,  there  was  the  leaft  Regard  or  Re* 
femblance  (in  this  Difpenfation  of  the  Spirit  )  to  Dipping 
or  Plunging  ( which  he  calls  the  proper  Signification  ol 
the  Word)  it  fhould  be  made  to  appear,  that  the  Houfe 
was  firft  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghoft,  before  the  Apoftles 
enter’d  into  it :  Whereas,that  extraordinary  Prefence  and 
Manifeftation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  was  vouchfar’d  at  Pen* 
the  eft ,  only  in  Relation  to  the  Difciples  of  Chrift  ;  and 
thofe  miraculous  Symbols  of  the  Prefence  and  Power  ol 
the  divine  Spirit,  are  faid  to  come  from  Heaven ,  and  tc 
fill  all  the  Houfe,  where  they  were  Sitting.  Adi.  2.  2.  And 
the  Holy  Ghoft  is  faid  to  fall  upon  Cornelius  hisCompany. 
Chap.  ia  44.  Now  that  which  comes  from  Heaven, and 
that  which  falls  upon  Men, may  be  properly  faid  to  carry 
in  it  a  Refemblance  of  pouring  Out  or  Sprinkling  •,  but 
with  no  Shew  of  Realon  or  Propriety  can  they  be  laid  to 
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be  clipp’d  or  plung’d  into  it.  Can  a  Man  without  a  ma- 
lifeft  Ablurdity  be  faici  to  be  clipp’d  in  aShower  of  Rain 
'ailing  ever  fo  copioufly  upon  him  ?  If  he  may,  then  the 
?asdobaptifts  dip,  when  they  make  Ul'eof  the  Mode  of 
Wperfion,  or  Affufion  :  And  then  what  do  our  Adver¬ 
saries  contend  for,  about  the  Mode  of  Baptifm  ?  The 
giving  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  is  compared  to  the  pouring 
lown  Water  from  above,  and  exprefs’d  in  fuch Language 
n  Scripture.  Ila.  44.  3.  I  will  pour  Water  upon  him  that 
s ' Tbirfty , —  I  will  pour  my  Spirit  upon  thy  Seed ,  Cj V.  And 
his  is  what  our  Saviour  calls  a  Baptizing ,  or  being  bap - 
ized  with  the  Holy  Ghoft.  No  Man  therefore,  that  is 
lot  wedded  to  an  Hypothefis ,  nor  fuffers  his  Imagination 
o  get  the  Start  of  his  Reafon,  can  pretend  there  is  the 
sail  Similitude  or  Refemblance  between  the  pouring  out 
theSpirit,and  Dipping  or  Plunging.  Nor  confequent- 
y  that  the  Phrafe  of  baptizing  with  the  Holy  Ghoft ,  car¬ 
ies  any  Allufion  to  it.  Nay,  this  very  Phrafe  fo  often 
ifed  by  the  evangelical  Writers,  makes  it  evident  that 
hey  had  never  the  Idea  of  Plunging,  as  neceffarily  con- 
lefted  with  the  Word  Baptize ,  or  Baptifm  ;  but  rather 
hat  of  Sprinkling, or  pouring  of  Water  :  For  let  us  fup- 
>ofe  Plunging  to  be  meant  by  Baptizing,  how  drained  ? 
dow  harfh  and  unnatural  mu  ft  the  Expreftlon  be  ?  How 
liffonant  from  common  Senfe,  to  fay,  Te  [hall  be  plunged 
mth  the  Holy  Ghoft ,  or  ye  J hall  be  clipp'd  or  plunged  into 
he  Holy  Ghost  ?  But  fuppofmg  they  meant  no  more  by 
he  Expreffion,  than  Amply  an  Ablution,  or  Afperfion, 
here  is  the  greateft  Fitnefs,  and  Propriety  in  it,  and  it 
>  agreable  to  Senfe,  and  the  Rules  of  Grammar,  to  fay, 
rejhall  be  fprinkled,  purged  yor  wajhed  with  the  Holy G host y 
>lentifully  poured  cut  upon  you.  And  this  Manner  of 
Ipeech  being  conftantly  parrellel’d  with  that  other  of 
aptizing  with  Water ,  and  govern’d  by  it  (Mar.  t.  8.  / 
Heed  (lays John)  have  baptized  with  Water  ;  but  he Jhall 
aptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft .  So  Matt .  3.  nt  Luk  3. 
6.  Act.  1 1.  16.  )  It  is  natural  hence  to  conclude,  tho 
icred  Writers  by  this  Phrafe, meant  only  aWaihing  with 
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Water.  And  it  is  fo  far  from  favouring  the  Notion  of 
Dipping  being  neceffarily  implied  in  Baptizing ,  that  if  it 
muft  be  underftood  to  connote  the  Mode  of  performing 
it,  that  of  fprinkling  with  Water  ftands  fairer  for  Admif- 
fion,  than  that  of  Plunging,  which  the  Propriety  of  the 
Expreffion  will  fcarce  admit. 

Secondly ,  Another  Inftance  of  the  Word,  relates  to  the 
Sufferings,  Crucifixion,  and  Death  of  thrift,  which  is 
called  a  Baptifm ,  Mar.  io.  38.  Luk.  12.  50.  Now  if  it 
be  afk’d,  What  Refemblance  or  Allufion  can  there  be  to 
Dipping,  or  Plunging,  in  Chrift’s  Crucifixion,  in  “  his 
<c  being  buffeted,  fpit  upon,  and  lifted  up  on  theCrofs.” 
In  Anfwer  hereto.  Dr.  Gill  obferves,  P.  95.  “  That  the 
#t  Sufferings  of  ourLord,arefometimes  exprefs’d  by  deep 
€t  Waters,  and  Floods  ;  and  he  is  reprefented  as  plung’d 
tc  into  them  and  covered,  and  overwhelm’d  with  them.5* 
And  to  this  Purpofe  applies,  Pfal.  69.  1,  2.  The  Waters 
are  come  into  my  Soul ,  1  fink  in  deep  Mire —  I  am  come  into 
deep  IVaters ,  &c.  ’Tis  acknowledged,  that  great  Afflic¬ 
tions,  and  Calamities,  are  often  fignified  in  Scripture  by 
Waters  and  Floods ,  Waves  and  Billows ,  whether  they 
come  over  a  Man,  or  he  finks  into  them  ;  and  fo  thofe 
figurative  Expreflions  may  be  underftood  to  fignify  the 
Sufferings  of  the  Meffias  in  general, as  th tPfalmijl  (doubt- 
lefs)  in  the  Ufe  of  them  primarily  intended  his  own.  But 
the  Queftion  ftill  remains.  What  Refemblance  do  the 
true  and  proper  Sufferings  and  Crucifixion  of  Chrift, 
bear  to  Plunging  ?  Or  what  greater  Refemblance  doSuf- 
ferings  in  general  bear,  tp  a  Man’s  finking  in  deep  Wa¬ 
ters,  than  to  Waves  and  Billows  going  over  him  ?  As  the 
Expreffion  is  Pfal.  42,  7.  And  to  take  down  his  Boaft, 
that  46  Immerfion  muft  more  fitly  exprefs  the  Sufferings 
“  of  Chrift,  than  a  Word  which  only  fignifies  Pouring, 
“  &c.”  I  might  eafily  produce  numerous  Inftances, 
wherein  great  Sufferings  are  fignified  by  the  Metaphor  of 
Effufion  :  And  even  the  Sufferings  of  Chrift  are  thu9  ex¬ 
prefs’d,  in  Pfal.  22.  which  contains  a  prophetical  Com¬ 
plaint  of  the  Suffering! of  the  Meffias.  This  Metaphor 
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occurs,  f.  14.  I  am  poured  out  like  Water.  And  the  In¬ 
fliction  ot  die  Curfe,  which  our  Lord  underwent  for  us, 
(Gal.  3.  13.)  is  expreffed  by  the  fame  Metaphor  of  Kffu- 
fion,  Dan.  9.  u.  i he  Curfe  is  poured  upon  us.  And  we 
read  in  the  lame  Chapter,  of  th zConfummaticn  poured  upon 
the  Defolate.  And  how  often  are  the  fore  Judgments  of 
God  upon  Man  reprefented  under  the  figurative  Exprefi' 
fions  of  his  Anger  or  Wrath  poured  out  upon  them  ?  And 
the  pouring  out  of  the  Vials,  in  Rev.  16.  fignify  the  great 
Calamities  brought  upon  the  World  j  and  that,  by  the 
Ordination  of  Heaven.  So  that  this  Metaphor  of  Effu- 
fion, carries  in  it  aReprefentation  of  theSufferings  of  Chrift 
as  ordained  of  God,  rather  more  full  and  ligniticant,  than 
that  of  Immerfton,  or  finking  into  deep  Waters.  But  I  lay 
no  Strefs  on  thele  figurative  Expreilions  ;  but  fhall  only 
obferve,  that  Dr.  Gill  comparing  thefe  two  Modes,  with 
Regard  to  Chrift’s  Sufferings,  very  unfairly,  and  untruly 
inflnuates,  as  if  we  held,  that  “  the  Word  only  fignifies 
Pouring,  or”  (as  he  is  pleas’d  to  term  it )  “Sprinkling 
a  few  Drops  of  Water.”  Whereas  we  affirm,  not  that 
it  fignifies  only  Pouring,  or  Sprinkling  ;  as  on  the  other 
Hand,  we  deny  that  it  fignifies  only  Dipping.  What  we 
maintain,  is,  1  hat  it  imports  an  Ablution  in  general, which 
may  be  perform’d  either  Way  ;  and  nothing  can  be  ga¬ 
thered  for  determining  the  Senfe  to  Dipping,  from  any 
Allufion  thereto  in  the  Sufferings  of  Chrift,  rather  than 
to  Affufion. 

A  third  Inftance  refers  to  Baptifm,  or  V/afhing  in  a 
proper  Senfe,  which  is  that  Text  before  quoted,  Mar.']. 4. 
Where  the  Evangelift  obferves  of  the  Pharifees,  and  all 
he  Jews,  that  when  they  come  from  the  Market,  except 
hey  Wafh,  {Gr.  are  Baptized)  they  eat  not.  And  that  a- 
nong  other  Traditions,  they  hold  the  Wafloing,  (  Gr.  the 
saptifms )  of  Cups,  and  Pots,  Brazen  Veffels,  and  of  Paples 
>r  Beds.  Dr.  Gilli ays,  in  Anfwer  to  this,  That  “when 
4  the  Pharifees  came  from  Market,  or  any  Court  of  Ju- 
1  dicature,  if  they  touch’d  any  common  Perfons,or  their 
‘  Cloaths,  reckoned  themfelves  unclean  ;  and  according 
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*c  to  the  Tradition  of  the  Elders,  were  to  immerfe  them- 
“  felves  in  Water,  and  did V*  But  (i.)  It  is  not  faid  in 
the  Text,  that  if  they  touch'd  any  common  Perfons,  or  their 
Cloatbs ,  they  were  Baptized  or  Wafhed  :  But  only  that 
the  Pharifees ,  and  all  the  Jews, i.e.  the  generality  of  them, 
when  they  come  from  the  Market,  wafh  themfelves  before 
they  eat  :  Which  they  might  do  upon  a  Suppofition  of 
fome  Pollution  contradled,  whether  knowingly  or  igno¬ 
rantly,  or  as  Dr.  Lightfoot  obferves,  “Being  ignorant  and 
“  uncertain  what  Uncleannefs  they  came  near  unto  in 
“  the  Market”.  +  This  was  tho’t  a  fufiicient  Reafon, 
by  that  fu perditions  People,  for  walking  their  Hands, 
when  they  came  from  it, before  they  eat.  But  ( 2.)  When 
he  lays,  that  by  the  Tradition  of  the  Elders,  they  were  (on 
this  Occafion  )  to  immerfe  themfelves  in  fVater,  and  did  : 
He  is  contradicted  by  the  bell  Matters  of  theJewifhLearn- 
ing.  Dr.  Lightfoot  denies  that  the  plunging  of  the  whole 
Body  is  here  underftood  •,  and  makes  it  appear  from  the 
Rabbits,  That  Ci  fuch  Plunging  is  not  uled,  but  when 
“  Pollution  is  contracted  from  the  more  principalCaufes 
“  of  Uncleannefs.”  Among  thelnltances  whereof,  which 
he  recites  from  Rab ,  Sol .  There  is  none  that  reaches  the 
prefentCafe.  “  But  for  fmaller  Uncleanneffes  it  was 
“  enough  to  e’eanfe  the  Hands.”  *  And  Dr.  Poccck  af¬ 
firms,  That  in  Cafe  of  the  greater  Pollutions,  the  Im~ 
mernon  or  Plunging  of  the  whole  Body  was  of  no  Ad¬ 
vantage,  with  Refpect  to  their  common  Meals, which  are 
no  where  forbidden  to  the  Unclean  ;  and  in  order  to 
which,  the  W afhing  of  the  whole  Body  is  no  where  re. 
quir’d  by  the  Jewifh  Matters,  but  of  the  Hands  only.  J 
But  the  Textlpeaks  only  of  fuch  Walkings  as  were  ob- 
ferv’d  by  the  Jews  before  Meats,  And  be  lure,  theLaw 
of  God  never  debarrd  thofe  that  were  ceremonially  Un¬ 
clean,  from  their  neceflaryFood,  till  they  were  cleanfed  : 
Which  in  fome  Cafes,  was  not  till  feven  Days.  And 
whatever  our  Author  pretends  in  his  Expofition  of  this 
Place,  the  Writer  laft  mentioned,  whom  all  learned  Men 

have 
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have  in  high  Efteem,  for  his  Skill  in  the  oriental  Lan¬ 
guages,  and  in  the  ancient  Cuftoms  of  the  Jews,  (having 
applied  his  Studies  chiefly  that  Way)  and  who  was  under 
no  fuch  Biafs  as  our  Author,  by  being  engag’d  in  aCon- 
troverfy  of  this  Nature,  has  allured  us, and  largely  prov’d 
from  the  Robbies ,  that  the  Jews  Cuftom  in  walking  their 
Hands,  was  by  pouring  of  Water,  or  by  Water  running 
out  of  a  Veflfel  orCiftern,  through  Cocks,  or  Pipes,  made 
for  that  Purpofe  *,  and  that  the  Jews  might  walk  their 
Hands  both  Ways,  either  by  pouring  Water  on  them,  or 
by  dipping  them  ;  and  for  this  Reafon  the  Word  here 
ufed  by  Mark  comprehends  both  :  For  though  (he  ob- 
ferves)  the Word, baptizes  /£<w,does  indeed  efpecially  agree 
tolmmerfion,  yet  that  it  does  not  fignify  that  only,  or 
neceffarily,  plainly  appears  from  that  which  occurs, 
Luk.  11.  38.  The  Pharifee  marvel' d  that  he  had  not  firfi 
wafhed  (or  as  We  have  obferved,  it  is  in  the  Original)  was 
not  fir  ft  baptiz’d, &c.  -f  Where  nothing  elfe  can  be  meant 
but  the  walking  of  his  Elands  *,  whichL^  expreflfes  by  a 
Word  which  flgnifies  his  being  baptiz'd.  And  the  fame 
Word  here,  in  Mark ,  can  have  no  other  Reference,  as  is 
plain  from  the  Context,  which  mentions  the  Pharifees 
faulting  the  Difciples  of  Chrift  for  eating  with  unwafhen 
Hands  ;  which  gave  Occafion  for  this  Remark  of  the 
Evangelift.  And  it  is  a  Thing  not  to  be  conceiv’d,  or 
imagin’d,  and  fcarce  poffible,  that  thofe  who  lived  near 
the  Market,  who  have  oftenOccafion  to  go  into  it,fkould 
as  often  as  they  return,  uncloath,  and  immerfe  themfelves 
in  Water  before  they  eat.  So  that  this  Notion  of  Dr. 
Gill,  appears  in  itfelf  incredible,  as  it  is  difprov’d  by  good 
Authority. 

He  afks,  P.  96.  “  As  forCups,Pots,&  brazenVeflek, 

“  what  other  Way  of  walking  of  them  is  there,  than  by 
“  dipping,  or  putting  them  intoWater  ?”  AnyoldWo- 
man  might  have  told  him,  they  may  as  conveniently  be 
walk’d  by  pouring  Water  on  them,  or  into  them,  and 
rinfing  and  rubbing  them  *,  and  fome  Sorts  of  Pots  and 
Veffels  can’t  conveniently  be  walk’d  any  otherWay.  He 

^  e  2  adds 
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adds  cc  in  this  Way  (viz. by  dipping)  uncleanVeflels  were 
“  to  be  walked  according  to  the  Law.”  And  he  refers 
to  Lev.  1 1.32.  where  we  find,  that  Rules  are  given  for 
the  cleanfing  of  whatsoever  Veffel  or  Thing  was  under  ^ 
Ceremonial  Pollution,  by  the  falling  of  theCarcafeof  ah 
unclean  Animal  into  it,  that  any  Veffel  of  Wood,  or  Rai¬ 
ment ,  or  Skin,  or  Sack,  was  by  divine  Appointment  to  be 
put  inro  Water  ;  every  Earthen  Veffel  was  to  be  broken  \ 
bu tVeffels  of  Brafs,ov  of  any  other  Mettal,that  might  en¬ 
dure  the  Fire, were  according  to  that  Law,  (Num. 31.23.) 
to  pafs  thro5  the  Fire  ;  and  to  be  purified  with  the  Waters 
of  Separation  *,  which  was  done  by  Sprinklings  Num.  19. 1 8. 
So  that  if  the  hr  a  fen  Vejfels  here  mentioned  by  Mark ,  had 
a  Baptifni  according  to  the  Law  •,  that  could  be  only  by 
Sprinkling  :  for  otherwife  they  were  not  to  pafs  thro’  the 
Water  at  all,  or  to  have  Water  applied  to  them  *,  but  to 
go  thro5  the  Fire,  and  to  have  the  Waters  of  Separation 
Sprinkled  upon  them.  But  this  was  a  Method  of  clean¬ 
fing  commanded  by  God  for  Things  Ceremonially  Un¬ 
clean  :  and  what  Relation  has  this  to  the  Baptifms  in  the 
Text, which  were  the  fuperftitious  Inventions  &  Traditi¬ 
ons  of  theElders,by  theObfervance  whereof  Chrift  charg’d 
the  Pharifees,with  making  void ,  or  rejecting  the  Command¬ 
ments  of  God,  f.  8,9.  Therefore  Dr.  Gill  is  ftraogely  be- 
fide  his  Text,  when  he  adds,  that  “  even  Beds,  Pillows, 
“  and  Bolsters,  when  they  were  unclean  in  a  Ceremonial 
u  Senfe  *  and  not  as  thisAuthor  puts  it,everyTime  they 
“  lay  or  lac  upon  them,  were  to  be  walk’d  bylmmerfion, 
or  dipping  them  into  Water.55  Be  it  io  *,  but  can  he 
think  that  ourSaviour  rebukes  thePharilees  for  oblerving 
whatGod  had  commanded  inCafe  of  CeremonialUnclean- 
nefs  ?  If  nor, why  might  not  the  Cafe  which  theEvange- 
Jift  refers  to,  be  as  thisAuthor  puts  it  ?  The  facredText 
fee  ms  plainly  to  infinuate,  that  their : Tables ,  or  Beds,  had 
thefe  Walkings  from  the  Superftition  of  the  jews,  as  often 
as  they  had  Occafion  to  ufe  them,  efpecially  at  Meals  : 

d  I  fee  noReafon  why 
Sprinkling,  being  fo 


^nd  thefe  are  termed  Baptifms.  An 
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often  repeated,  might  not  as  truly  reprefent  their  Super- 
ftition,  as  dipping  them  ail  over  in  Water.  In  fine,  as 
I  willingly  grant,  that  lomeof  the  Things  mentioned  in 
the  Text,  might  probably  bewafh’d  by  dipping,  fo  our 
Adverfaries,  to  deal  candidly,  mutt  acknowlege,  that  as 
to  others,  there  is  no  Probability  at  all  that  they  were  fo 
wafhed.  And  I  readily  fublcribe  to  Dr.  Light  foods  Opi¬ 
nion,  which  he  gives  as  theRefult  of  hisObfervations  from 
th zRabbies:  “The Word  therefor t  Bapiifmous,  Wafbings , 
("faith  he)  applied  to  all  thefe, properly  and  ftriftly,  is  not 
to  be  taken  of  Dipping  or  Plunging,  but  in  Refpeft  of 
fome  Things  of  Wattling  only,  and  in  Refpe£t  of  others, 
of  Sprinkling  only.* 

A  fourth  Text  relates  to  the  Paffage  of  the  Ifraeiites 
through  the  Red- Sea,  under  the  Cloud,  which  is  called 
a  Baptifm  ;  of  which  the  Apoftle  difcourfes,  1  Cor.  10. 
1,2.  I  would  not  that  ye  fkould  be  ignorant, how  that  all  cur 
Fathers  were  under  the  Cloud ,  and  all  pajfed  thro 9  the  Sea . 
And  were  all  baptifed  unto  Mcfes  in  theCloud  and  in  the  Sea. 
It  is  not  denied,  that  there  was  in  this  Cafe,  a  true  and 
proper  Ablution  with  Water  from  the  Cloud,  in  which 
they  were  baptiz’d  ;  which  was  therefore  a  true  &  proper 
Baptifm  ;  tho’  alfo  a  typical  one,  and  holy, extraordinary 
and  miraculous.  And  divers  good  Interpreters  are  of 
Opinion,  that  the  Cloud  which  pafs’d  from  the  Front  to 
the  Rear  of  the  Ifraelitifh-Hoft,  (Exod.  14.  19.)  when  it 
patted  over  them, let  fall  fomeDrops  of  Water  upon  them, 
in  a  greater  or  lefs  Quantity  ;  and  our  Author  quotes 
Mx.Gataker,  giving  his  Sentiments  to  that  Purpofe.  To 
which  that  Paffage  of  the  Pfalmift  is  underftood  to  refer, 
Pfal.  68.7,8,9.  O  God ,  when  thou  wentejl  forth  before  thy 
P eople ,  when  thou  didjt  march  thro ’  the  TVildernefs ,  Selah. 
Fhe  Earth  (hook,  the  Heavens  alfo  dropped  at  the  Prefence 
of  God. — Thou,  0  God,didft  jend  a  plentiful  Rain,  whereby 
thou  didfi  confirm  thine  Inheritance  when  it  was  weary. 
Now,  if  when  the  People  were  under  the  Cloud,  in  their 
patting  thro’  the  Sea ,theHeavens  dropped ,  and  the  Clouds 
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feat  down  a  plentiful  Rciin ,  then  the  Baptifrn  they  are  faid 
to  leceive  in  the  Cioud ,  and  in  the  »SA?,muft  be  underflood 
in  a  proper  &  literal  Senie  :  Who  then  can  even  imagine, 
that  they  received  it  in  any  other  Way  than  bySprinkiing 
crAffufion  ?  Ccuid  they  be  dip’dinto  theCloud, or  plung’d 
into  the  Rain  ?  let  ourAuthor  contends,  that  it  carried 
“  a  much  greater  Refemblance  to  Immerfion.”  But  heie 
lie  is  lore  d  to  let  his  imaginative  faculty  to  work  ;  and 
he  had  Need  of  it ;  his  Reafon  rightly  .uled,  could  never 
heip  him  to  this  Conclufion.  Let  us  fee  how  he  goes  to 
work.  Firft  he  will  confider  “  the  Sea  &  the  Cloud  toge- 
“  then”  and  the  Ifraelites,he  fays,  “  had  theWaters'on 
each  Side  of  them,  and  the  Cloud  over  them  ;  fo  that 
they  were  as  Perjons  immers'd  in, &  covered  withWater.” 
1  hey  were  as  Perfons  immers'd  ;  But  were  they  really  im¬ 
mers’d,  as  they  were  really  Sprinkled  ?  The  Egyptians 
we  know,  Pharaoh  and  his  Hoft,  were  plunged  indeed. 
Exod.  1 5.  10. — ST he  Sea  covered  themjhey  fank  as  Lead  in 
the  mighty  IVaters .  This  was  a  proper  and  literal  Plung¬ 
ing  :  But  was  there  any  Refemblance  in  the  Baptifrn  of 
the  Ifraelites  to  this  Plunging  ?  So  far  from  this,  that  in 
Oppofition  to  the  plunging  of  the  E  yptians ,  the  facred 
Hiftorian  obfcrves,that  theChildren  of  Ifrael  walked  upon 
dryGrcund  in  the  midft  of  the  Sea.  Exod.  14.  28,29.0^. 
15,  19.  So  the  Ifraelites  Baptiim  was  neither  a  real 
Plunging,  nor  a  Refemblance  of  Plunging.  O r .Secondly ^ 
He  will  confider  them  apart,  and  fothey  were  baptized, 
he  fays,  “  in  the  Cloud,  which  when  it  paffed  over 

them,  let  down  a  plentifulRain  upon  them;”  (it  is  agreed 

then,  that  there  was  a  real  Affufion  of  Water  from  the 

Cloud.;  he  adds)  4C  whereby  they  were  in  iuch  a  Conditi- 
“  on,  as  if  they  had  been  dipp’d  all  over  in  Water,  &c.” 
But  their  being  wet,  or  wafhed  with  Water,  determines 
nothing  of  the  Mode.  Our  Inquiry  is,  In  what  Way 
were  they  made  wret  all  over,  though  as  wet  as  if  they 
had  been  dipped  ?  Areal  Sprinkling,  or  pouring  down 
Rainfrom  theCloud  that  covered  them, is  acknowledg’d  ; 
and  becaule  (he  fuppofes)  they  were  hereby  made  thoro’Jy 
*  -  wet. 
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wet,  and  were  in  fuch  a  Condition  as  if  they  were 
Dipped  j  therefore  he  would  inter,  that  their  Baptifm 
bare  a  greater  Relemblance  of  Immerfion,  or  Plunging 
into  Water.  So  a  fanciful  Man  may  imagine  the  Anti¬ 
podes  to  walk  Fop fey-Lnrvy, with  theirHeads  downwards  ; 
and  may  argue  for  it  with  as  good  an  Appearance  of 
Reafon,  as  Dr.  Gill  does  for  the^Mode  of  Baptifm  by 
Plunging,  from  the  lfraelites  being  wafhed  with  Water 
from  the  Cloud.  Again,  he  fays,  tc  they  might  be  laid 
“  to  be  Baptized  in  the  Sea,  when  as  they  palling  thro’ 
<c  it,  the  Waters  Handing  up  above  their  Heads,  they 
a  Feem’d  as  if  they  were  immers’d.55  But  how  does  he 
know,  the  Waters  flood  up  above  their  Heads  ?  Mofles  only 
tells  us,  the  Waters  were  a  Wall  unto  them  on  the  Right 
Hand ,  and  on  the  Left ,  Exod.  14.  22.  to  defend  them  a- 
gainft  their  Enemies  attacking  them  in  the  Flank.  But 
fuppofing  they  were  congeard,(as  the  Expreffion  is  Exod. 

15.  8.  )  on  each  Side  to  a  great  Eleight :  Does  .a  Man 
palling  between  two  Mountains  of  Snow  and  Ice,  feem  as 
as  if  he  were  plunged  inSnow  ?  But  be  this  as  it  will, here 
is  but  a  feeming  Immerfion  atbeft,but  a  real  Sprinkling 
or  Affufion.  Die  adds  yet,  “  the  Defcent  of  the  Ifrae- 
“  lites  into  the  Sea,  where  they  feem’d ,  as  though  they 
“  were  buried  in  theWaters  of  it,  and  their  afcent  again 
c<  out  of  it  on  the  Shore,  have  a  very  great  Agreement 
“  with  Baptifm  by  Immerfion.”  But  that  which  fpoils 
all  thefe  fine  Fancies,  is,  that  one  Obfervation  often  re¬ 
peated  in  theHiftory  of  Mofes  >  That  theChildren  of  Iflrael 
went  on  dry  Ground ,  through  the  midft  of  the  Sea, Exod.  14. 

16,  22,  29.  &  15  19.  Nor  is  it  faid,  that  they  defend¬ 
ed  into  the  Sea,  or  aicended  out  of  it,  but  that  the  Sea 
was  divided  into  Parts,  and  the  Children  of  Ifrael  walk’d 
in  the  midft  of  it  on  dry  Land.  In  which  there  was  not 
the  leaf  Refemblance  of  Baptifm  -by  Immerfion,  what¬ 
ever  there  might  be  in  fome  Men’s  Imagination  of  a  Bu¬ 
rial  and  Refur  reft  ion. 

The  Fifth  and  laft  Text,  is  that  which  I  cited  before, 
to  Ihsw  that  the  facred  W riters  could  not  underftand  Im-, 
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merfion  or  Plunging,  as  neceffarily  included  in  theSigni- 
fication  of  the  Words  Baptize ,  and  Baptifm ,  which  is, 
Heh.  9.  10.  where  the  infpired  Writer  referring  to  the 
typical  Rites  of  Mofes  his  Law,  inftances  in  divers  l¥ajh~ 
ings  :  The  Words  in  the  Greek  (  ’twas  obferved  )  fignify 
different  Baptifms .  I  obferve,  when  our  Author  has  Jealt 
to  fay  in  Way  of  Argument,  he  is  moll  confident  and  pe¬ 
remptory'  in  his  Aflertions.  So  here,  to  this  Inftance  he 
replies,  “  that  the  Afnes  of  anHeifer  fprinkling  theUn- 
“  clean”  (referring  to  f.  13.  in  which  the  infpir’dWriter 
inftances  in  one  Kind  of  the  legal  Baptifms  )  “  were  fo 
far  from  being  the  principal  Part  of  the  Jewilh  Wafh- 
4C  ings  or  Baptifms, that  it  was  noPart  at  all  :  nor  is  this 
mentioned  by  the  Apoftle,  as  any  Exemplification  of 
them, who  underftood  thefeThing  better.”  But  I  An- 
fwer,  If  the  Apoftle  may  be  allow’d  to  explain  his  own 
Meaning,  it  feems  he  underftood  thefeThings  better  than 
Dr.  Gill.  That  the  Reader  may  judge,  let  him  but  ob¬ 
serve  the  Connexion  of  theApoftie’s  Difcourfe,  in  Heb.q. 
where  he  undertakes  to  explain  the  typical  Difpenfa- 
tion  of  theOld-Teftament,  fhewing,  that  the  ancientjew- 
ifh  Sacrifices  and  Rites, were  Figurative  andSyrfibolical ; 
among  which  he  mentions  their  various  W afhings, or  Bap- 
ti/ms ,  and  fhews  they  were  all  infufficient,  of  themfelves, 
to  purify  the  Souls  and  Confciences  of  Men,  from  the 
Guilt  and  Defilement  of  Sin,  or  to  make  thole  that  per¬ 
form’d  thofe  corporal  Services  perfeff^as  pertaining  to  the 
Confcience ,  f.  9,  10.  but  were  defign’d  as  Types  andPre- 
figurations  of  the  Application  of  the  Blood  of  Chrift, 
which  hath  a  real  and  abundantEfficacy  for  thatPurpofe. 

And  to  fhew  how  far  the  Antitype  excelled  theType, 
he  inftitutes  a  Comparifon  between  thofe  legal  Sacrifices 
and  Walkings,  and  the  Blood  of  Thrift,  as  to  the  Vertue 
and  Efficacy  proper  to  each,  f.  13,  14.  All  the  Ver¬ 
tue  of  the  legal  Sacrifices  and  Walkings,  he  makes  to 
extend  no  farther  than  an  external  San&ification.  13. 
Jf  the  Blood  of  Bulls  and  of  Goats ,  and  the  Hffes  of  an  Hei¬ 
fer,,  fprinkling  the  Ltfr/^//,fan<ftifieth  to  the  purifying  of 
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the  Flefh :  &c.  where  it  is  evident-,  he  refers  to  the  Sa¬ 
crifices  and  Wafhings  he  had  mentioned  but  two  Verfes 
before,  giving  a  particular  Example  of  eachKind.  Their 
Gifts  and  Sacrifices ,  f.  9.  are  refer’d  to,  and  expref- 
fed  by  the  particular  Inftance  of  the  Blood  of  Bulls  and  of 
Goats  *,  their  divers  Walkings ,  or  different  Sorts  of  Bap  * 
tifms ,  or  Purifications, are  as  plainly  refer’d  to  in  the  par¬ 
ticular  Inftance  of  oneSort,  viz.  BheSpr  inkling  the  Unclean 
with  the  A foes  of  an  Heifer ,  or  the  Water  of  Separation, 
(as  it  is  called,  Numb .  19.  13 .)  in  which  the  Allies  of  a 
red  Heifer  were  mingled.  Whence  he  argues,  the  fu- 
per-eminentVer.tue  and  Efficacy  of  the  Blood  of  Chrifi ,  to 
purge  the  Confcience  from  dead  Works ,  ver.  14.  i.  e.  from 
the  Defilements  of  Sin,  which  bring  Pollution  andDeath 
on  the  Soul  *,  called  dead  Works,  inAllufion  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  Uncleannefs,  (for  the  purging  whereof,  theAfhes 
of  an  Heifer  were  appointed  )  which  was  contracted  by 
the  Touch  of  a  dead  Body.  Hence  it  is  evident, 

(i .)  That  the  Sprinkling  of  the  Water  of  Separation  ‘ 
was  one  Kind  of  the  Jewifli  Wafhings  orPurifications  by 
Water  *,  and  to  deny  this,  is  to  make  the  Apoftle’s  DiC 
courfe  imperfect  and  incoherent, and  to  enervate  theForce 
of  hisArgument, which  was  defigned  to  prove  the  Infuffi- 
ciency  of  all  the  legal  Sacrifices, and  all  the  legal  Wafhings , 
to  cleanfe  the  Confcience  from  the  Defilements  of  Sm 
which  is  done  by  the  Blood  of  Chrift  only,  in  which  all 
thofe  Types  had  their  perfect  Accomplilhment,  and  the 
typical  Defign  of  each  was  fully  anfwered.  And  as  the 
Blood  of  Bulls  and  of  Goats  are  put  by  a  Synecdoche ,  as  an 
Exemplication  of  all  their  Sacrifices  ;  fo  the  fbrinkling 
of  the  Unclean  with  the  Afhes  of  an  Refer ,  in  the  Water 
of  Purification,  is  by  a  like  Figure  put  for  all  the  leo-ai 
Wafhings.  If  by  this  Sprinkling,theApoftle  meant  not 
an  Exemplification  of  their  divers  Wafhings,  he  had  fail¬ 
ed  in  one  Part  of  his  Argument  ;  which  was  to  fhew  the 
Imperfection  and  Inefficiency  of  all  the  legal  Purificati¬ 
on^  or  Baptifms, either  to  purify  or  pacify  the  Confcience 
which  only  the  Blood  of  Chrift  could 'do, which  was  pre’ 
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figured  by  them.  If  thefe  be  not  underflood  by  the 
Sprinkling  of  the  Unclean ,  as  a  Specimen ,  the  Apoftle  does 
not  fhew  the  fuper-eminentVirtue  of  theBlood  of  Chriffc 
above  the  legal Wafh'mgs  ;  when  at  the  fameTime,  he  al¬ 
ludes  to  them  in  ddcribing  the  Efficacy  of  Chrift’sBlood 
in  purging  the  Conscience  from  dead  Works .  So  that  what 
is  laid  of  theAntitype’may  ferve  to  fettle  the  true  Mean¬ 
ing  of  the  Type  ;  and  it  follows, 

(2.)  1  hat  this  fprinkhng  of  theUnclean, mentioned  by 
the  Apoftle,  was  one  of  the  moft  eminent  of  the  Jevvifh 
Walkings  or  Purifications  ;  as  appears  from  his  making 
Choice  of  this  Inftance,  to  prove  the  Preheminence  of  the 
Chriftian  Purification  by  the  Blood  of  Chrift,  above  all 
the  legal  Walkings.  Otherwife,  a  cavilling  Jew  might 
objed  with  as  much  Reafon  as  Dr.  Gill,  that  tho’  the 
Sprinkling  of  theAfhes  of  an  Heifer  extended  no  further 
than  the  purifying  of  the  Flefh ,  yet  they  had  greaterWafh- 
ings  appointed  by  the  Law  of  Mofes ,  as  when  they  bath¬ 
ed  themfelves,  and  dipped  their  whole  Body  over  Head 
and  Ears  in  Water,  not  leaving  fo  much  as  the  Tip  of  their 
little  Finger  unwafhed  ;  and  by  thefe.ajew  might"fay,they 
were  thoroughly  cleanfed  from  Sin, and  rendred  accepta¬ 
ble  to  God.  Now  what  had  the  Apoftle  to  Anfwer,  but 
that  he  knew  better,  and  had  inftanc’d  in  the  principal 
of  their  Purifications  ?  And  he  might  eafily  have 
prov’d  it.  For  ( 1.)  TheAfhes  of  an  Heifer  in  the  Water 
of  Separation  is  called  by  God \aP11rification /<?r£i/7,Numb. 
19.9.  Which  is  never  laid  of  any  other  of  the  Walkings 
or  Bathings  of  the  Jews.  (2.)  The  Uncleannels  for  which 
this  Sprinkling  was  appointed,  was  contrafted  by  fome 
of  the  principal  Caufes  of  Uncleannels  ;  as  by  the  Touch 
of  a  dead  Body ,  or  of  a  Bone ,  or  of  the  Grave  of  a  dead 
Man  :  W7hereas  Bathing  in  Water  was  requir’d  inCafe  of 
lefier  ceremonialPollutions  •,  even  thePriefts  that  had  the 
Over  Tight  of  the  Ceremony  of  burning  the  Heifer,  y.7. 
He  that  burned  her,  f.  8.  He  that  gathered  up  theAfhes, 
f.io.  as  alfo  he  that  fprinkled  theWaterof  Purification, 
V'.  iq.  21.  were  all  to  bath  themfelves  in  Water,  being 
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under  aSort  of  typicalUncleannefs ;  tho5  it  is  hard  tocon- 
ceive,  what  Pollution  they  could  contrail, by  doing  what 
God  had  commanded  to  be  done,  in  order  to  the  clean- 
fing  of  others.  (3.)  In  other  legal  Pollutions,  the  puri¬ 
fying  themfelves  with  common  Water,  was  fufficient,but 
in  this  Sprinkling  for  the  purifying  of  theUnclean, there 
was  requir’d  the  Solemnity  and  Ceremony  of  burning  a 
red  Heifer,  preparing  the  Afhes,  and  putting  running 
Water  into  them  :  All  which  fpeak  it  to  be  the  greater 
Purification.  (\.)  The  Unclean,  for  whofe  purifying 
this  Preparation  was  made,  were  a  longer  Time  in  cleari- 
fing,  than  thole  who  bath’d  themfelves  in  Water,  who 
were  unclean  but  'till  the  Evening, jj.i 9.  He  ft  all  be  clean 
at  Even  :  But  he  that  was  to  be  cleanfed  by  iprinkling 
of  the  Water  of  Separation,  was  in  hisUncleannefs  feven 
Days,  and  not  to  be  thoro’ly  purified  before  the  feventh 
Day,  jfr;  1 1 , 1 2.  He  that  tcucheth  the  dead  Body  of  any  Man 
Jhall  be  unclean  feven  Days  •,  he  ft) all  purify  himfelf  with  it 
on  the  third  Day ,  and  on  the  feventh  Day  he  jhall  be  clean . 
From  all  which  it  appears,that  this  was  the  molt  folemn 
Purification  of  thejews  :  and  therefore  the  fitted:  Infiance 
to  be  chofen  for  the  Apoftle’s  Purpofe,  which  was  to  fet 
forth  the  excelling  Virtue  and  Efficacy  of  the  Blood  of 
Chrift  for  the  purging  away  Sin,  above  all  the  legal 
Wafhings.  And  therefore  Dr.  Gill  is  greatly  miftaken, 
when  he  fays,  P.  1 14.  “  That  the  principalPurifications 
“  of  the  Jews  were  perform’d  by  Immerfion.”  But  he 
can  inftance  in  none  greater  than  this  of  Sprinkling  the 
Water  of  Separation  :  and  thatBathing  was  ufed  as  a  Idler 
Kind  of  Purification, appears  from  what  I  have  obferved. 
He  adds,  {ibid.)  “Even  the  Purification  by  the  Afhes  of 
“  a  red  Heifer  was  not  perform’d  without  Bathing  the 
<c  Perfon  all  over  in  Water.”  For  which  he  cites, Nwnb. 
19.  19.  And  this  (he  fays)  “Was  the  clofing&  finifhing 
“  Part  of  it.”  But  this  alfo  I  conceive  to  be  a  plain 
Miftake  ;  which  will  appear  if  the  Reader  will  turn  to 
thePlace,  Numb.  19.18,19.  TheWords  at  large  are  thefe. 
And  a  clean  Perfon  ftall  take  Hyffop  and  dip  it  inJVat errand 
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fprinkle  it  upon  the  1 Tent ,  (viz. in  which  a  Man  dieth3>/\i4. 
And  upon  all  the  V ejfels ,  upon  all  the  Perfons  that  wer i 

there^  and  upon  him  that  toucheth  a  Bone ,  or  ^//z,  or  0/7, 

^  or  ^  Grave.  And  the  clean  Perfon  fhall Jpr inkle  upoy 
the  unclean  on  the  third  Day,  and  on  the  feventb  Day  ;  am 
cn  the  feventb  Day ,  he  fhall  purify  himfelf  &  wafh  hisCloths , 
bath  kimfelf  in  I  Pater ,  #77^  fhall  be  clean  at  Even.  It  is 
evident,  that  Directions  are  here  all  along  given  to  the 
clean  Perfon,  who  was  appointed  to  fprinkle  the  unclean  \ 
and  who  is  fuppos’d  to  have  contrafted  fome  Degree  0] 
ceremonial  Pollution,  by  being  employ’d  in  that  Sprink- 
ling,  which  requir’d  a  Purification  by  Bathing;  in  like 
Manner  as  he  that  burned  the  red  Heifer,  and  thePriefts 
that  fprinkled  her  Blood,  were  to  bath  their  Flefh  in  Wa¬ 
ter.  And  therefore  that  Claufe,  in  Ver.  19.  On  the  feventb 
Day  he  [hall  purify  himfelf ,  and  wafh  his  Cloths ,  &c.  refers 
not  to  the  unclean  Perfon  fprinkled  upon,  but  to  him  that 
perform’d  the  Sprinkling.  (1.)  I  fay,  it  refers  not  to  the 
unclean  Perfon,  to  whom  no  fuch  Rite  was  preferib’d  for 
his  Cleanfing,  as  that  of  Bathing, but  only  Sprinkling  on 
the  third  and  on  the  feventh  Day  ;  nor  is  the  Blame  of 
his  not  being  purifyed  imputed  to  any  Want  of  Bathing, 
but  to  the  Want  of  Sprinkling.  Ver.  13.  Becaufe  the  Wa¬ 
ter  of  Separation  was  not  fprinkled  upon  him.  Again,  the 
iame  Thing  is  repeated,  Ver.  20.  But  the  Man  that  fhall. 
be  unclean ,  and  fhall  not  purify  himfelf ,  that  Soul  fhall  be  cut 
off  from  among  the  Congregation. — The  Water  of  Separation 
hath  not  been  fprinkled  upon  him ,  he  is  unclean.  W  hich  in- 
timates,that  the  whole  of  his  Purification  was  to  be  per¬ 
form’d  by  fprinkling  the  Water  of  Separation  :  No  other 
Rite  being  prefoibed,  and  the  Neglect  of  no  other  Rite 
blamed.  And  (2. /That  it  is  to  be  underftood  of  the  clean 
Perfon  that  perform’d  the  Sprinkling,  is  evident  beyond 
allDoubt,from  f.  21.  And  it  fhall  be  a  perpetual  Statute  unto 
themjhai  he  that fprinkleth  theWater  of  Separation  fhall  wafh 
hisCloths  ,&c.  And  therefore  as  to  what  our  Author  here  fays, 
P.99.  4t  Sprinkling  the  Afhesof  theHeifer,  &  the  wafhing 

or  bathing  the  Perfon  in  Water,  which  was  bylmmer- 
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<c  fion,are  fpoken  of  as  diftind  &  feparateThings,  Numb . 
“  19.  19.”  I  grant  it,  becaufe  (as  I  have  made  to  ap¬ 
pear)  they  were  diftinft  and  feparate  Perfons,  who  were 
the  Subjects  of  each  of  thefe  Modes  of  Purification.  But 
fuppofing  the  Unclean, who  was  fprinkled  with  theWater 
of  Separation,  was  alfo  to  ufe  Bathing,  or  Immerfion,  as 
the  finifhing  Part  of  his  Cleanfing,  (which  I  think  can¬ 
not  be  prov’d  and  there  is  this  further  to  be  faid  inProof 
of  the  contrary,  that  the  Perfon  fprinkled  upon  was  to  be 
clean  on  the  feventh  Day,  f.  12.  But  he  that  bath’d  his 
Flefh,  was  not  clean  until  the  Even,  19.  confequently 
not  ’till  the  feventh  Day  was  ended  and  palled, and  there¬ 
fore  could  not  be  clean  on  the  feventh  Day  ;  whence  it 
feems  evident, that  his  being  fprinkled  on  the  feventhDay 
was  the  finifhing  Part  of  his  cleanfingj  But  fuppofing, 
I  fay, that  the  uncleanPerfon  was  to  make  ufe  of  Bathing 
as  well  as  Sprinkling,  yet  both  thefe  are  comprehended 
in  the  Apoftle’s  divers  Walhings  :  or  as  I  have  obferv’d, 
the  Words  are  in  the  Greek,  Diaphorois  Baptifmois ,  diffe¬ 
rent  Baptifms,  or  different  Kinds  of  Baptifms  ;  which  the 
Words  divers  IVafhings  in  one  Language,  do  not  fully 
Anfwer,if  they  be  interpreted  (as  they  are  fometimesufed) 
to  fignify  many,  or  repeated  Wafhings.  Now  thefe  diffe¬ 
rent  Sorts  of  Wafhings  or  Baptifms,  which  the  facred 
Writers  fpeak  of,  were  perform’d  by  Sprinkling  or  Affu- 
fion,  and  by  Dipping  or  Bathing.  The  Word  Diaphorois, 
evidently  refers  to,  and  muft  be  underflood  to  include 
thefe  feveralSorts.  But  if  theWord  Baptifms,mean  only 
Dippings,  rho’  fuch  Dippings  &  Bathings  inWater,  were 
often  repeated  and  enjoined  on  feveral  Sorts  of  Perfons, 
and  with  Refpeft  to  feveral  Sorts  of  Things/yet  who  will 
undertake  to  fhew  what  different  Sorts  of  Dippings  were 
us’d  ?  ThisSenfe  therefore  can’t  beattributed  to  the  facred 
Writer,  without  making  him  guilty  of  a  manifeft  Impro¬ 
priety, in  fpeaking  o  \  different  Dippings ,  And  as  to  thePro- 
priety  of  thePhrafeof  wafting  by  Sprinklingi 
Purifying,  and  Cleanfing, as  fyLimousTerntsj  if  it  be 
not  recuiicileabls  to  Dr.  Gill's  Senfe, yet  agrees  very  well 

with 
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.with  the  Senie  of  Scripture,  which  often  fpeaks  of  puri 
fying  by  Sprinkling. 

“  However,  certain  it  is,  faith  he,  that  the  walking 
“  ofth  t  Priefts,  Levites ,  If r  a  elites .  Left  els,  &c .  w  h  i  c  h  wen 
enjoin  d  by  the  Ceremonial  JLaw — were  done  by  put' 
ting  them  into  Water,  and  not  by  pouring  or  fprink 
“  lingWater  upon  them.”? .99.  But  let  us  examine  thi< 
Matter  a  little  more  exactly  :  That  thePriefts  were  to  b< 
walked  at  their  firftConfecration,is  undoubted.  Thou /l  ah 
tva/h  them  with  Water  \  faith  God  to  Mofes,  Excd.  29.4, 
But  whether  this  was  to  be  done  by  the  Immerfion  ol  the 
wholeBody,or  by  the  Affufion  of  Water,  is  not  faid.  But 
granting  the  former,  yet  it  is  evident,  that  the  ordinary 
walking  of  the  Priefts,  when  they  went  into  the  Taber- 
nacle,  or  approached  the  Altar  to  perform  theirMiniftra- 
tions,  was  not  of  the  whole  Body,but  only  of  theirHands 
and  Feet ;  and  that  by  pouring  on  Water.  Exod.30.19. 
For  Aaron  and  his  Sons  jhall  wafb  their  Hands  &  their  Feet 
thereat,  (i.  e.  at  theBrazen  Laver)  not  therein .  In  the  pre- 
ceeding  Ver.  18.  this  Direction  is  given, Thou fhalt  make  a 
Laver  of  Brafs,and  hisFoot  alfo  of  Brafs  to  wafh  withal,&c. 

By  this  Diicription”  ( faith  Dr.  Willet,  in  his  Comment 
on  the  PlaceJ  “It  may  be  gathered  that  theLaver  did  not 
ftand  Hat  upon  the  Ground,  but  was  reared  upon  his 
“  Foot  ;  and  confequently  it  bei  g,  lo  reared  up,  upon 
•*  his  Foot  or  Bafe,  the  Priefts  could  not  put  their  Feet 
tc  therein  to  wafh  them.”  But  they  wafhed  at  theBrazen 
Laver  by  letting  out  the  Water  by  certain  Spouts  upon 
their  Hands  andFeet,  not  by  dipping  them  into  it.  Thus 
the  Manner  of  their  walking  at  the  Laver  is  defcribed  by 
Dr.  Lightfoot,  from  the  Rabbins .  *  “  He  laid  his  right 
Hand  upon  his  right  Foot, and  his  left  Hand  upon  his 
<c  leftFoot,and  theCock  or  Spout  running  upon  them,  he 
thus  flood  Hooping  &  walked  hisHands  and  Feet  toge- 
“  therAAndtheOriginal  isftill more exprefsforthisSenfe, 
v.  1 9.  They  Jhall  wafts — Mimmennu ,  from  thence,  or  cut  of  it. 
And  what  is  faid  of  the  molten  Sea ,  in  Solomon's  Temple, 

which 
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which  ferved  for  the  fame  Uf$,  2  Chron.  4.  6.  The  Sea 
•was  for  the  Prieji  to  wafh  in  ;  Junius  &  Tremellius,  and 
clivers  other  render,  to  wafh  themfelves ,  ex  eo,  out  of  it. 
And  the  learned  Valablus  obferves,  *  “  That  the  Priefts 
“  did  not  wafh  themfelves  in  the  Sea  ;  but  with  Water 
“  which  they  drew  out  ot  theSea  by  Pipes  or  Cocks,  they 
“  walked  their  Hands  and  their  Feet.”  Which  mult 
therefore  be  done  by  pouring  Water  upon  them.  And  as 
for  the  Levites,  their  Cleaniing  was  to  be  performed 
chiefly  by  Sprinkling,  as  is  apparent,  from  Numb.8.6,7. 
‘Take  the  Levites  from  among  theChildren  of  Ifrael,&  clean fe 
them  1  and  thus  fhalt  thou  do  unto  them  to  cleanfe  them  ; 
fprinkle  Wi ater  of  Purifying  upon  them  &c.  And  the  other 
liraelites  were  purified  from  ceremonial  Uncieannefs,  in 
fome  Cafes  by  Bathing,  or  Immerfion,  in  others*  by 
Sprinkling,  as  has  been  fully  flrewed  of  thole  that 
were  unclean  by  the  Dead.  And  the  fame  may  be 
faid  of  unclean  \  efiels,  fome  were  to  be  put  into  Water 
others  had  no  otherApplicaiion  of  Water, than  by  Sprink¬ 
ling,  Numb.  31.  23.  So  that  what  Dr.  Gill  here  afierts 
we  fee,  is  far  from  being  true,  that  the  walhing,or  clean- 
ling,  enjoined  on  thefe  feveral  Perfons  &  Things  by  the 
Ceremonial  Law,  was  done  only  by  putting  them  into 
Water.  He  teds  us  of  aRule  thejews  went  by  in  Walh- 

ParticuJarly,that  “  If  any  Man  dips  him- 
„  <yft  a11  ,°VeTr’T  excePc  thf  Tip  of  his  little  Finger,  he  is 
fall  m  his  Uncieannefs Then  I  hope,  our  Antipm- 
dobapnfts  will  either  leave  off  that  Piece  of  Mockery  in 
pretending  a  Neceffity  of  the  total  Cleanfing  of  theBodv 
by  i  lunging,  while  yet  they  plunge  theirProfelytes  with 
aGarment  aoout  them  ;  and  that  they  will  cohform  more 
punctually  to  theRuleof  thejews  in  dipping  itark  naked, 
as  they  did  ;  who  held,  “that  it  was  noWafhing  for  that 
«  tiie  Wafhing  was  Null,  or  of  no  Account,  ||  ]  if  any 
Part  of  the  Body  remain’d  cover’d, fo  as  that  the  Wa¬ 
ter  could  not  come  to  ic.”  Or  elfe  think  it  Efficient 

.  that 

*  In  Pot.  Synop.  in  1  Reg.  7.  39.  )|  Nullam  futant  Lotioncm,  /?  cor- 
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thatWater  be  applied  to  theFace  only,  either  by  Dipping 
or  Affufion.  But  our  Queftion  is  nor  here,  how  thejews 
bath’d  themfelves ;  but  whether  the  Baptifms  theApoftle 
refers  to,  were  not  perform’d  by  Sprinkling,and  Affufion, 
as  well  as  Bathing.  1  he  Affirmative  1  have  fully  mani- 
fefted,andffiewedDr.G77/’sExceptions  have  noFoundation 
of  Truth.  Yet  he  concludes  in  his  ufual  Strain,  “From 
the  whole  (he  fays)  it  appears  that  the  Words  Baptize , 
and  Baptifms^ in  all  thePlaces  mention’d,  do  irom  their 
Signification,  make  Dipping,  or  Plunging,  the  necef- 
c  fary  Mode  of  adminiftring  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifni.” 
Whereas  I  am  perfuaded,from  the  w hole, nothing  appears 
more  plainly  to  every  intelligent  Reader,  than  that  the 
Faculty  of  Reafoning  fairly  and  clofely,  does  not  always 
go  along  with  that  of  talking  confidently.  There  is  not 
fo  much  as  one  of  the  Places  mention’d, whence  he  is  able 
to  infer,  with  the  leaft  Shew  of  Reafon,  that  the  Words 
Baptize ,  and  Baptifm, neceflarily  include  Dipping  in  their 
Signification,  but  only  an  Ablution,  which  in  fomeCafes, 
I  have  demonftrated  muft  be  perform’d  by  Sprinkling 
or  Affufion  So  far  is  he  from  the  leaft  Proof  that  thofe 
Words  do, from  theirSignification  makeDippingorPlung- 
ing  the  neceffary  Mode  of  adminiftring  the  Ordinance. 

! Thirdly ,  Our  Author  pretends  to  vindicate  thofeTexts 
of  Scripture, that  he  thinks  favours  theModc  of  Baptiim, 
by  Immerfion.  He  calls  them  Inftances  of  it  •,  but  a- 
mong  all  the  Texts  alledg’d,  there  is  not  one  fingle  In- 
itance  of  Immerfion  :  Nor  any  certainProofofthatMode 
of  adminiftring  the  Ordinance.  I  am  lufficiently  weary 
with  arguing  upon  fuch  Niceties,  and  trifling  Matters, 
as  thisDifpiite  leads  One  to  \  which  are  fcarce  worthy  of 
a  ferious  Debate.  All  that  deferves  Notice  under  this, 
and  the  followingHead,has  been  fully  anticipated  by  the 
Obfervations  I  laid  down  in  theBeginning  of  th ^Chapter. 
Ifhall  only  make  fome  curfory Remarks  on  the  remaining 
Part :  And  under  this  Plead  on  the  Paffages  in  theNew- 
Teftament,  whence  he  pretends  to  argue  for  theMode  of 

Immerfign.  But  indeed  all  of  them  lignily  nothing  to 
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his  Purpofe,  unlefs  he  cou’d  make  it  appear,  that  any  of 
thefe  Texts,  do  44  necefiarily  prove  that  any  one  Perfon 
was  baptized  by  dipping,'  either  by  John  the  Baptift, 
our  bleffed  Saviour,  or  his  Apoftles.”  And  this  muft 
be  his  Aim  in  Oppofition  to  the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue, 
who  had  denied  it.  Dial .  P.  34.  But  his  Attempt  does 
but  dilcover  his  Weaknefs  and  Impertinence. 

The  firft  Text  which  he  produces,  as  an  Inffcance  of 
Baptifin  by  Immerfion,  is,  Matth.  3.6.  And  were  baptized 
of  him  in  Jordan,  confejfing  their  Sins.  Here  let  me  ob- 
ferve,  that  it  is  not  true,  that  the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue 
makes  hisNeighbour  to  argue  on  this  Place, from  thefe 
Perfons  being  baptized,  to  their  being  dip’d  ”  as  Dr. 
Gill  has  reprefented  him,  P.  100.  But  he  makes  his 
Neighbour  to  put  the  Objection  as  ftrongly  as  Dr.  Gill 
himfelf  doth  in  thefe  Words  :  Dial.  ibid.  44  How  could 
they  be  baptized  in  Jordan ,  if  they  were  not  dipped  in 
thatRiver  ?”  He  had  complain’d  of  the  aforefaid  Wri¬ 
ter,  that  he  made  his  Neighbour  to  defend  the  Caufe  of 
Antipaed®baptifrn,“in  a  very  mean  and  trifiingManner.” 
Now  I  refer  it  to  any  intelligent  &  candid  Reader,  even 
of  his  own  Party,  to  judge,  whether  in  the  Argument 
from  this  Text,  Dr  .John  Gill ,  has  laid  anyThing  of  more 
Strength  or  Weight,  than  this  weak  Neighbour  ;  when 
all  he  fays,  is  to  the  fame  Effedt,  in  a  few  more  Words  : 
Vve  argue  he  lays,  44  from  their  being  baptized  in  the 
River  Jordan  ;  for  why  fhould  John  choofe  the  River 
Jordan  to  baptize  in,  and  baptize  in  that  River,  if  he 
did  not  adminifter  the  Ordinance  by  Immerfion  ?’* 
TheObjedlion  I  think, is  very  mean  &  trifling,  by  whom¬ 
soever  made.  Johns  making  Choice  of  Jordan^  and  other 
Places  of  Water, for  theConvenience  of  Baptizing, has  been 
already  accounted  for,from  the  auftere  Manner  of  his  Life* 
and  his  confining  himfelf  in  the  Performance  of  hisMini- 
ftry  to  the  Wildernefs.  And  the  Minifter’s  Anfwcr  in 
the  Dialogue ,  is  fufficient,  and  hands  good,  from  the  pa- 
rellel  Expreffions  of  the  Blind  ManYWafhing  in  thePool 
of  Silo  am  9  Joh.  9.  7*  And  of  theLavers  that  Solomon  made 
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to  wa/h  in  them ,  2  Chron  4.  6  Dr.  Gill  turns  off  thefe 
Inftances  by  faying  only,  “  they  are  very  impertinent.” 
A  fhort  Way  of  anfwering  without  giving  a  Reafon. 
Rut  by  Dr.  G/7/’sLeave,  I  think  them  very  appofite.  For 
as  it  cannot  be  argued  from  the  Blind  Man’s  Walking 
in  the  Pool  of  Siloam ,  that  he  immers’d  his  wholeBody  in 
it  ;  but  only  that  he  walked  his  Eyes,  by  our  Saviour’s 
Direction,  for  the  Recovery  of  his  Sight •,  nor  from  the 
Laver’s  made  to  wa/h  in  them ,  that  the  Priefts  plung’d 
their  whole  Bodies  in  them  *,  but  only  that  they  wafhed 
their  Hands  and  their  Feet,  with  the  Water  therein  con¬ 
tained,  let  out  upon  them  as  aforefaid  :  So  neither  can 
it  be  argued,  from  their  being  baptized  in  theRiver  Jor¬ 
dan ,  that  their  whole  Bodies  were  plunged  underWater  ; 
but  only  that  the  Water  of  that  River  was  applied  to 
their  Bodies  in  a  Way  proper  for  Walking.  And  they 
might  truly  be  faid  to  be  baptized  in  Jordan,  if  but  an 
Handful  of  Water  were  taken  up  from  that  River,  and 
poured  on  their  Faces,  by  the  Adminiftrator.  But  when 
he  afks,  “  Whoever  wafhes  his  Elands  without  dipping 

them  in  the  Water  he  wafhes  in  ?”  It  is  furprizing  he 
fhouid  be  Ignorant.  AnotherMan  might  aflc,  Whoever 
wafhes  his  Hands,  without  having  Water  poured  upon 
them  ?  And  there  would  be  equal  Propriety  and  Senfe  in 
each  Queftion.  For  what  End  did  Eiifha  'pour  Water  on 
the  Hands  of  Elijah,  but  that  he  might  wadi  them  ?  2  Kin. 
3 .  11.  And  his  being  defcribed  as  the  Servant  of  Elijah 
from  this  Chara&er, —  Eiifha  the  Son  ^/'Shaphat,  which 
poured  Water  on  the  Elands  0/ Elijah  •,  gives  us  to  under- 
Hand,  that  it  was  a  common  and  known  Cuftom  forSer- 
vants  to  pour  Water  on  their  Mailers  Hands,  when  they 
wafhed  them. 

Dr.  Hammond' s  Paraphrafe  on  thefe  Words,  and  our 
Author’s  Quotations  from  other  P^dobapti  ft  Writers,  in 
Favour  of  Immerfion,  P.  104,  105.  are  all  but  an  im¬ 
pertinent  Flouiifh.  All  that  can  be  argued  from  them, 
has  been  granted  already  •,  that  there  have  been  feme 
learned  Pxdobaptijls  who  have  been  of  theOpinion, as  high¬ 
ly 
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]y  probable,  that  in  the  feveral  Paffages  refer’d  to,  Bap- 
tifm  was  perform’d  by  Immerfion,  according  to  which 
Opinion,  they  fram’d  their  Paraphrafes  and  Expofitions, 
And  this  Probability  is  the  utmoft  that  can  be  gathered 
from  thofe  Texts,  but  no  certain  Proof  ;  but  the  contra¬ 
ry  Opinion  may  be  fairly  maintained  in  Confiftency  with 
faid  Texts.  The  Mode  of  baptizing  being  Matter  of 
Fadt,  can  be  no  otherwife  proved,  than  by  1  eftimony  of 
thofe  who  had  the  certain  Knowlege  of  it.  But  the  fa- 
cred  Writers  are  entirely  filent  as  to  the  controverted 
Mode,  whether  by  Immerfion  or  Affufion.  What  they 
declare  of  Perfons  being  baptized  in  'Jordan ,  or  in  Places 
where  there  is  much  Water,  or  their  going  down  to,  or 
coming  up  out  of  the  Water,  in  feme  tew  Inftances,  has 
been  accounted  for, without  anyNecefhty  of  fuppofingthe 
plunging  their  wholeBodies.  And  thofePasdobaptift  Writers 
aforefaid,  were  far  from  rhe  rigid  Notion  of  our  Antipse- 
dobaptifts,  that  Immerfion  or  plunging  the  whole  Body, 
is  the  only  valid  Adminiftration  of  the  Ordinance.  They 
generally  held  the  Mode,  a  Circumftance  that  was  left 
free  :  And  that  which  Way  foever  it  was  perform’d, the 
Adminiftration  was  valid,  fo  long  as  the  Subftance  of  the 
Ordinance  was  duly  obferv’d.  And  no  more  need  be 
faid  on  this  Argument,  from  human  Authority. 

The  fecond  Text  produc’d  is  no  more  to  the  Purpofe, 
which  is  John  3.23.  John  was  baptizing  in  Enon  near  to 
Salim,  becaufe  there  was  much  JVater  there .  Though  our 
Author  fpends  three  or  four  Pages  to  prove  hence,  that 
John  baptiz’d  byDipping,  yet  he  fcarce  makes  out  a  Pro¬ 
bability  of  it.  And  the  fame  Reply  may  ferve  to  all  his 
Arguings  from  this  Text,  as  to  thofe  from  the  former. 
That  the  Words  in  the  Original  fignify  many  PFaters ,  i.e. 
many  Springs  or  Rivulets,  is  not  denied  ;  whence  it  does 
not  follow  ;  that  the  Place  afforded  a  fufficient  Depth  of 
Water  for  plunging  Men’s  Bodies  :  Though  he  fays, 
“  They  could  eafily  fill  largePools  fufficient  for  Immer- 
“  fion.’#  Yet  there  is  nothing  of  this  faid  in  the  facred 
Hiftory.  Nor  is  it  denied  that  the  Place  might  be  chofen 
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for  other  Ends,  as  for  the  Supply  of  the  Multitudes  that 
came  to  Johns  Baptifm,  with  Drink  for  themfelves,  and 
their  Horfes,  and  Camels,  as  well  as  for  theConveniency 
of  baptizing  them.  But  letting  afide  thefeConfiderations, 
and  granting  what  cannot  be  prov’d  :  let  the  Words  fig- 
nify  much  Water,  implying  a  large  Quantity, or  deep  Wa¬ 
ters^  as  well  as  many  Steams  ;  let  the  Place  be  chofen 
for  Baptifm  only  :  yet  nothing  can  be  concluded  hence, 
but  that  John  baptiz’d  with  Water  •,  which  no  Man  ever 
denied,  not  even  the  Quakers  themfelves.  But  the  Mode 
in  which  he  baptized,  there  is  nothing  faid  to  determine. 
The  Writer  of  the  Dialogue  to  fhew  it  improbable,  that 
John  fhould  baptize  ail  thole  Multitudes  by  Dipping,  ob- 
ferves,that  had  he  done  fo,  “  he  muft  have  flood  almoft 
continually  up  to  his  Waift  in  Water,  and  could  not 
*c  have  furviv’d  the  Employment  but  by  Miracle.”  Dial . 
P.  35.  And  Dr.  Gill  fuppofes,  that  he  had  extraordinary 
divineSupports.  For  fays  he,  P.  103.  “  Admit  the  Work 
to  be  hard  &  laborious, yet  as  hisDay  was,  his  Strength 
<€  was,  according  to  the  di  vine  From  ife.”  But  it  does  not 
feem  likely  that  a  flandingOrdinance  fhould  be  appointed 
in  the  Church,  that  fhould  at  any  Time  exceed  a  Man’s 
ordinary  Strength  to  perform.  However,  to  make  it  look 
credible,  it  might  be  done  without  a  Miracle,  he  tells  us 
a  Story  from  Fox  theMartyrologift, which  he  relates  from 
Fabian, an  Author  of  no  greatReputation,  “  That Auftin, 
“  Archbifhop  of  Canterbury^  baptiz’d  tenThoufand  in  one 
Day,  in  the  River  Swale  f  and  adds,  Ranulph  the 
“  Monk,  fays  it  was  on  a  Day  in  the  middle  of  Winter.” 
Though  this  Story  carries  in  it  much  of  the  Air  of  a  Po- 
pifh  Legend, yet  becaufe  there  is  Dipping  in  the  Cafe, our 
Author  can  fwallow  it  without  Hefitation,  and  feems 
highly -pleas’d  with  it,  by  his  repeating  it,  Pag.i  10.  But 
what  great  Service  it  will  do  him  or  his  Caufe,  let  him 
learn  from  Fuller ,  who  gives  this  Account  of  it  from 
Cambdsn  ;  that  “  The  Archbifhop  commanded  by  the 
44  Voice  of  Cryers.that  thePeople  ihould  enter  theRiver 
44  confidently,  two  by  two,  and  in  the  Name  of  the  Tri- 
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“  nity  baptize  one  another  byTurns.  This  indeed,”  fays 
Fuller ,  “  was  the  molt  compendious  Way, otherwile  Jo- 
“  jl'Juas  Day,  wherein  the  Sun  flood  Hill,  had  been  too 
“  fhort  for  one  Man’s  perfonal  Performance  of  fuch  an 
“  Employment.”  And  though  he  does  not  difcredit  the 
whole  Fa£t,  yet  he  queftions  theAuthor  of  this  numerous 
Baptizing, &  afcribes  it  rather  w\thBede,toPaulinus, Arch- 
bilhop  of  Fork,  feveralYears  alter.*  And  who,  as  ourAu- 
thor  reports, from  Bede ,  “Did  nothing  elfe  for  fix  &  thirty 
“  Days  fucceffively,than  inftrudt  the  People, and  baptize 
“  them  in  the  River  Glen."  And  this  he  refers  to  as  a 
diftindt  Piece  of  Hiftory  from  the  former.  P.  104.  And 
fo,  it  feems,  he  has  made  two  Stories  out  of  one.  What 
Credit  foever  the  Reader  will  give  to  this  latter  Storv,  it 
can  be  but  of  little  Service  to  his  Purpofe. 

The  third  Text  pretended  in  Favour  of  Dipping,  is 
Matth.  3.  16.  And  Jefus  when  he  was  baptiz’d ,  went  up 
firaightway  out  of  theWater.  All  that  I  fhali  remark  upon 
his  arguing  from  thefe  Words, is,  that,  however  the  Greek 
Prepofition  apo, may  fometimes  admit  to  be  render’d  as  it  is 
by  our  Tranflators  in  this  Text,  out  of, ,  (tho’  none  of  the 
Texts  he  has  cited  do  neceffarily  infer  this  Senfe,  but  in 
every  one  of  them  the  Particle  may  as  properly  be  ren¬ 
dered  from,  as  out  of)  yet  it  is  undeniable,  that  its  com¬ 
mon,  moll  genuine  and  properSignification  is,  from  ;  ac¬ 
cording  to  which  the  Evangelift  only  declares,  that  Jefus 
when  he  was  baptized,  went  up  from  the  Water.  And  fo 
it  is  far  from  being  “  a  clearCafe,that  he  went  down  into 
“  it,  in  Order  to  his  being  baptized.”  Much  iefs  can  it 
certainly  be  concluded  from  the  Words  (even  as  they 
ftand  in  our  Tranflation)  that  he  was  baptiz’d  in  the  Way 
of  Immerfion.  The  fameObfervation'may  be  made  upon, 

1  he  fourth  Text,  and  is  that  which  relates  to  Philips 
baptizing  the  Eunuch.^.8.3 8,39.  They  went  down  both 
into  the  Water,  — and  when  they  were  come  up  out  of  the 
Water ,  &c.  The  Writer  of  the  Dialogue  had  obferv’d  and 
prov’d,  that  the  Prepofition  eis, there  rendered  into,  natu- 
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rally  fignifies  unto.5’  And  that  therefore  <c  there  can 
“  be  no  more  proved  from  this  Text  than  that  Philip  and 
and  the  Itunuch  went  down  to  the  Water  and  came  up 
_  from  it,  Dial .  P.  35.  Dr  .Gill  fays, this  is  cc  a  very  falle 
Piece  of  Criticilm.  3  But  how  does  he  make  this  appear  ? 
He  gives  no  other  Reafon,but  what  is  founded  on  a  real 
Miftake  in  Criticifm.  He  fays,  P.  106,  “  ThcHiftorian 
reiates  in  ver.  30.  that  before  this  they  were  come  to 
a  certain  Water 33  not  “  to  the  Water  Side,”  as  he  by 
Miftake  interprets  it  ;  but  to  the  Sight  of  Water,  or  to 
a  Place  where  there  v/as  Water  in  View,  and  at  Hand  : 
for  after  it  is  laid,  they  came  to  a  certain  Water,  and  while 
the  Chariot  was  going  on,  feveral  Queftions  and  Anfwers 
pafs’d  between  Philip  and  the  Eunuch,  ver.  36,  37.  And 
then  it  follows,  ver ,  38.  and  He  commanded  the  Chariot  to 
ft  and  fill  And  they  both  lighted  from  it,  and  went  down 
unto  the  Water  :  Whence  it  appears, he  had  noReafon  to 
ta*  the  Criticifm  in  the  Dialogue  with  Falfhood,  from  any 
Inconfiftency  with  the  Context,with  which  it  bears  a  per¬ 
fect  Harmony.  And  hisArguing  is  very  precarious, that 
becauie  the  Prepofition  fometimes  fignifies  into^ therefore 
it  muff  have  this  Signification  here.”  For  he  gives  no 
Reafon  for  it,  but  what  is  built  on  the  foremention’d  Mil- 
take.  And  as  he  cannot  deny  that  the  other  Prepofition 
fignifies  as  properly  from>  as  out  off  b  here  is  noEvidence 
at  all  that  the  Eunuch  was  baptiz’d  by  Dipping, nor  that 
he  did  fo  much  as  ftep  into  the  Water.  Philip  might  bap¬ 
tize  him,  by  taking  up  Water  in  the  hollow  of  hisHand, 
and  pouring  it  on  his  Face.  There  is  nothing  in  facred 
Writ  to  contradict  this.  However  it  is  a  niceCriticifm, 
and  I  think  it  not  worthwhile  to  contend  about  it ;  there 
is  nothing  gain’d  or  loft  on  either  Side,  if  it  be  read,  as 
in  our  Tranflation,  they  both  went  into  the  Water ,  and 
went  up  out  of  it.  But  it  no  more  follows  hence, that  the 
Eunuch  was  baptiz’d  byDipping,  than  that  Philip  himfelf 
was  baptiz’d  ;  for  the  fame  Thing  is  faid  of  both,  they 
loth  went  down  into  theWater ;  and  there  is  no  more  Ev  i  - 
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dence  that  the  Eunuch  was  dipp’d,  than  there  is,  that  he 
went  further  into  the  Water  than  Philip. 

Calvin  is  here  again,  quoted  for  hss  Opinion  of  the 
Antients, their  Baptizing  by  Plunging.  P.  107.  Andfince 
our  Author  feems  to  pay  a  Regard  to  Calvins  Authority 
(and  why  fhould  he  not  do  it  in  one  Thing  as  well  as 
another,)  I  le  would  do  well  to  confider  the  Words  of 
Calvin  that  follow  next  to  thofe  he  has  quoted  ;  which 
he  has  wifely  omitted, becaufe  they  fhew  too  pl  ainly  to  be 
of  any  Service  to  his  Caufe,  what  the  Sentiments  of  thofe 
Paedobaptifts  were  who  fuppos’d  the  Antients  to  make 
ufe  of  Immerfion  in  Baptizing.  His  Words  are,  (after 
having  obferv’d  that  the  common  Cuflom  is  now  for  the 
Mmiiler  to  ufe  Afperfion)  *  Caterum ,  non  tarti  ejfe  novis 
debei ,  &c.  “  Neverthelefs,  fo  finall  a  Difference  of  Cere- 
“  mony  ought  not  to  be  of  fo  great  Account  with  us, 

“  that  we  fhould  for  that  Caufe  rend  the  Church,  or  dif- 
“  turb  it  withourContentionsorControverfies.”  Andfur- 
ther  hedeclaies,  “  that-aqthing  of  theSubftance  ofBaptifm 
is  wanting,  while  the  Symbol  of  Water  is  made  ufe  of, 
for  the  Ends  which  Chrift  has  appointed  ;  and  the  Sub- 
ftance  being  retain’d,  theChurch  from  the  Beginning  en¬ 
joy’d  aLiberty  of  making  ufe  of  fomewhat  differentRites, 
And  therefore  we  ought  not  to  be  unreafonably  ftiff  in 
Things  unneceffary  or  uncommanded,”  of  which  Nature 
it  is  plain  he  fuppofes  the  Mode  of  Baptizing.  Now  let 
our  Adverfaries  agree  to  this,and  theControverfy  is  at  an 
End. 

The  laftText  produced  and  pleaded  in  Favour  of  Dip¬ 
ping,  is  Rom.  6.  4.  We  are  buried  with  him  byBaptifm  into 
Death.  Whence  Dr.  Gill  thus  argues,  P.  107.  “Bap- 
“  tifm  is  called  a  Burial  ;  a  Burial  with  Chrift,  a  Repre-  > 
“  fentation  or  Refemblance  of  his,  which  it  cannot  be, 

“  unlefs,  it  be  adminiftred  by  Dipping.”  In  Reply 
whereto,  after  all  that  has  been  laid,  and  particularly  in 
Reference  to  the  Sufferings  and  Death  of  Chrift  figura¬ 
tively  exprefied  by  Baptilm,  it  fhall  fuffice  to  obfervc 
thefe  tew  Things.  Fir/} 
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T-  ho’  Baptiim  hath  Reference  to  the  Death  of 
Chnft,  m  which  the  New-Covenant  is  founded  ;  and  tho’ 
K  derives  ail  its  Virtue  from  his  Death,  yet  it  is  a  great 
Miftake  to  lay,  that  Baptifm  was  inftituted  to  be  a  Re¬ 
femblance,  either  of  his  Death  or  Burial.  Baptifm  was 
cehgn  d  ror  an  higher  End,  as  a  Sacrament  of  theNew- 
leftament,  namely,  toreprefent  and  fignify  theApplica- 
tion  of  the  Benefits  of  his  Death,  for  Rcmiflion  of  Sins, 
and  Sanctification  &  Cleanfing  by  his  Blood  and  Spirit, to 
the  I  erfon  baptized  ;  and  ajfo  to  reprefent  and  confirm 
his  Obligation  to  a  fpiritual  Conformity  to  the  Death  and 
Relurreftion  of  Chrifc  in  the  Mortification  of  Sin  and 
Walking  in  Newnefs  of  Life.  And  that  this, and  nothin^ 
clle  can  be  the  Meaning  of  the  Apoftle,  is  evident  from 
theContext,  when,  our  being  buried  withChrift  into  Death , 
and  being  ■ planted  together  in  theLikenefs  of  huDeath ,  f.  5’ 
and  being  crucified  with  him ,  f.  6.  arePhrafes  of  the  fame 
Significancy.  Therefore  it  can  be  no  more  gather’d  hence, 
that  Baptifm  was  defign’d  to  be  a  Reprefentation  or  Re- 
femblance  of  his  Burial,  than  of  his  Crucifixion.  The 
fame  Thing,  viz.  a  Conformity  to  the  fpiritual  Virtue  of 
his  Death,  being  intended  by  our  being  buried  with  him 
into  Death,  and  being  crucified  with  him.  But  if  Baptiim 
were  a  meer  fymbolical  Reprefentation  of  the  Fait  of 
thrift's  Death  and  Burial,  it  muft  be  lb  to  all  that  attend 
the  Adminiftration  of  it,  who  are  all  equally  &  indiffer¬ 
ently  capable  of  having  it  reprefented  to  them.  And  fo 
Baptifm  would  fignify  no  more  Communion  in  the  Bener 
fits  of  Chrift’s  Death  to  the  Party  baptiz’d,  than  to  many 
Others  who  have  no  real,  or  vifibleTitle  to  them  ;  and  no 
more  Obligation  to  a  Conformity  to  the  Defign  of  it. 
Again,  if  Baptifm  were  defign’d  to  reprefent  the  Death 
and  Burial  of  our  Lord,  what  Neceffity  is  there  that  it 
fhould  be  a  Refemblance  of  it  ?  The  Lord’s-Supper  was 
more  plainly  appointed  to  reprefent  the  Death  of  Chrift, 
than  Baptifm.  r  Cor.  n.  26.  As  often  as  ye  eat  of  this 
Rread,&cc.  ye  do  fhew  forth  the  Lord's  Death.  But\vhac 
Refemblance  is  there  of  the  Death  of  Chrift  in  Eating  and 
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Drinking  ?  ’Tis  an  inftituted  Reprefentation  that  is  in¬ 
tended,  and  not  a  natural  Refemblance.  But, 

Secondly ,  There  is  no  more  aRefemblance  of  the  Burial 
of  Chrift  in  the  Mode  of  Immerfion  in  Baptifm,  than  in 
that  of  Sprinkling  or  Affufion.  No  more  Refemblance  of 
the  Burial  proper  to  Chrift’s  Perfon,  or  of  common  Bu¬ 
rials.  (1.)  There  is  no  Refemblance  of  the  Burial  proper 
to  Chrift’s  Perfon  in  the  Mode  of  Immerfion.  His  dead 
Body  was  intomb’d  in  a  Sepulchral-Monument,  after  the 
Manner  of  rich  and  honourable  Redons,  as  diftinguifh’d 
from  theGraves  of  the  common  People,  which  were  made 
in  theEarth  ;  fuch  as  are  difcrib’d  by  our  Saviour.  Luk. 
1 1 . 44.  Graves  which  appear  not ,  and  the  Men  that  walk 
over  them  are  not  aware  of  them .  For  Jofeph  a  rich  Man 
laid  the  Body  in  his  own  new  ‘Tomb  which  he  had  hewn  out 
in  she  Rock ,  Mat.  27.  60.  For  it  feems  the  Rich  and 
Great  affebted  to  be  diftinguifhed  from  the  Vulgar  in  the 
Manner  of  their  Burial,  having  Caves  hewed  out  of  a 
Rock,  or  Sepulchres  hewed  cut  on  high ;  Such  a  Sepulchre 
had  Shebna  prepared,  who  being  but  an  ill  Man, the  Pro¬ 
phet  is  lent  to  rebuke  him  for  his  Pride  and  Vanity,  and 
Security,  in  thefe Words,  Ifai.22. 2  6.  What  haft  thou  here  ? 
Or  whom  haft  that  here,  that  thou  haft  hewed  thee  out  a  Se¬ 
pulchre  here,as  he  that  heweih  him  out  aSepulchre  on  high  ? 
I  he  common  People  were  but  laid  in  the  Ground  with¬ 
out  any  Tomb  ;  but  the  richer  and  nobler  Sort  erebted  to 
themlelves  Sepulchres  on  high  :  and  in  fuch  a  Sepulchre 
was  the  facred  Body  of  Chrift  depofited.  And  thus  di¬ 
vers  learned  Criticks  think  the  Words  of  the  Prophet 
fhould  been  rendred,  Ifai.  53.  9.  He  made  his  Grave 
ivito  the  IVicked,  and  with  the  Rich  his  high  places.  Now 
what  Refemblance  does  the  plunging  Men  under  Water 
aie  to  our  Saviour  s  Burial,  whofeBody  was  not  put  un¬ 
der  Ground,  nor  cover’d  with  Earth  ?  but  was  laid  in  a 
Sepulchre  hewn  out  of  aRock  on  high.  Nor  (2.)  is  there 
any  more  Refemblance  of  a  commonBurial  inBaptifm  by 
Immerfion, than  by  fprinkling  or  pouring  onWater.  For 
f  dead  Body  is  not  buried  meerly  by  being  put  into  a 
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Pit  made  in  the  Groundnut  by  caftingEarth  upon  it,  to 
coverlt,which  is  as  fitly  fignified  bySprinkling  orpouring 
Water  on  the  baptized, as  by  dipping  the  wholeBody  un¬ 
der  Water.  And  a  Corpfe  even  aboveG  round, may  be  pro¬ 
perly  faid  to  be  buried,  by  having  a  fufficient  Quantity 
of  Earth  caft  upon  it.  And  therefore  the  pouring  on  Wa¬ 
ter  anfwers,  in  Point  of  Significancy,  the  chief  Intent  of 
burying.  Nor  is  the  Quantity  of  Water  prefcribed  in  the 
Inftitution,  nor  any  where  determin’d,  but  fo  much  as 
may  ferve  for  an  outward  Sign  of  the  fpiritual  Benefits 
confer’d  ;  and  the  fmalieft  as  well  as  largeftQuantity  may 
fuffice  for  thatPurpofe,as  in  the  Lord’s-Supper, the  eating 
and  drinking  a  fmail  Portion  of  Bread  &Wine,  fitly  figni- 
fies  the  fpiritual  Feaft  on  the  Sacrifice  of  Chrift’s  Death. 
And  fo  we  fee  what  ourAuthor  fo  roundly  affirms,  P.  108. 
“  There  is  no  otherMode  of  adminiftring  theOrdinance, 
that  can  reprefent  a  Burial,  but  Immerfion,”  is  quite 
Groundlefs,and  to  be  imputed  to  the  overflow  ofhisZeal 
for  Dipping  ;  and  deferves  no  furtherReply.  And  hence 
I  think  it  evident,  that  all  the  Texts  here  cited  from 
the  Mew-Teftament  fail  of  certain  Proof,  that  Dipping 
was  the  conftant  Mode  of  Baptizing.  Nor  is  there  one 
fingle  Inftance  that  he  is  able  to  produce,  whence  it  may 
certainly  be  infer’d  that  theOrdinance  was  adminiftred  by 
Immerfion.  AH  that  can  be  concluded  from  the  above 
Paflages,with  any  Appearance  ol  Reafon,  is  a  bareProba- 
bility  ;  and  this  I  am  willing  to  grant, and  am  inclinable 
to  the  Opinion  ol  thofe  who  think  it  probable,  that  both 
Modes  were  ufed  in  Scripture  Times.  All  that  1  con:end 
for,  is,  that  both  Modes  of  AfFufion  and  Immerfion  are 
equally  lawful  and  valid  ;  againfl:  the  unreafonffile  Pre- 
tenfions  of  our  Adversaries, who  limit  the  Validity  of  the 
Ordinance  toDipping  :  Who  yet  can  produce  no  expreis 
New-Teftament  Proof  of  it  ;  which  they  demand  in  the 
Cafe  of  Infants-Baptifm.  AlhheProot  they  pretend, I  have 
fhewed,  to  be  built  upon  a  precarious  Bottom.  And  as 
it  can  never  be  demonftrated  from  the  Scripture- Account 
of  this  Matter,  whether  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm  was 
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certainly  performed  only  byDipping,orby  fprinklingwith 
Water  •,  io  theProbability  hence, is  at  lead  equal  on  both 
Sides :  And  as  I  have  allow'd  it  on  one  Side  forDipping, 
fo  I  affirm  on  the  otherHand, there  are  many  Indances  of 
Baptifms  recorded  in  the  New-Tedament,  in  which  it  is 
neither  probable,  nor  fcarce  poflible,  that  the  Mode  of 
Dipping  was  ufed.  All  the  Indances,  except  thofe  bap-  . 
tized  by  John ,  and  the  Eunuch,  were  of  Perfons  baptized 
in  Cides,  or  private  Houfes,  or  Synagogues,  where,  as 
foon  as  any  were  converted  to  the  Chridian  Faith,  the 
facred  Story  tells  us,  they  were  immediately  thereupon 
baptized  ;  without  the  lead  Hint  of  their  Removal  from 
the  Spot,  or  going  to  any  River,  Pool,  cr  Bath,  for  the 
Sake  of  being  dipp’d.  This  is  the  next  Thing  conteded 
by  our  Author. 

Fourthly ,  The  Indances  in  Scripture,  that  fhow  it  im¬ 
probable  that  this  Ordinance  was  perform’d  by  Dipping. 
Thofe  mentioned  in  th ^Dialogue,  are  theThreeThoufand 
baptized  at  Pentecoft  ;  the  Baptifm  of  Paul,  of  Corneliuj 
and  hisCompany,  of  the  Jailor  and  his  Houfhold.  Now 
■whatever  may  be  argued  for  the  Probability  of  Dipping, 
in  the  Cafe  of  thofe  who  came  to  John  s  Baptifm  ;  yet  I 
think,  no  Man  without  the  mod  flagrant  Partiality  can 
deny  the  equal  Probability  of  Affufion  or  Sprinkling  in 
the  Indances  refer’d  to.  To  touch  briefly  on  Particulars, 

Firjl,  As  to  thofe  Three  Thoufand  that  were  con¬ 
verted  on  the  Day  of  PentecoA,  •  by  the  Apodle  Peter's 
Sermon  ;  and  were  baptized  the  fame  Day,  probably  to¬ 
wards  the  Clofe  of  it  :  The  Improbability  of  their  being 
dipt,arifes  chiefly  from  twoConfiderations :  TheShortnefs 
of  the  Time,  and  the  Want  of  Convenience,  on  a  fudden, 
for  baptizing  fuch  aMultitude  of  People.  Dr.6/7/ allows, 
they  were  baptized  the  fameDay  ^  which  I  think  is  clear 
from  ihe  Context.  But  I  perceive  he  is  for  fhortning 
the  Apodle’s  Sermon,  that  he  might  have  a  longerSpace 
for  performing  the  Ceremony  of  Dipping.  He  tells  us„ 
P.  no.  that  ct  it  was  but  the  thirdHour,or  nine  o’Clock 
“  in  the  Morning, when  Peter  began  his  Sermon  :  which 
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does  not  feem  to  be  a  long  One,  &c.”  But  his  fixino- 
tne  Beginning  of  the  Apoftle’s  Sermon  at  the  thirdHouty 
or  nine  o’Clock,  proceeds,  I  apprehend,  from  a  Miftake’ 
The  Apoftle  does  indeed  fay,  A<5t.  2.  i5.  Thefe  are 
not  drunken  as  ye  fuppofe,  feeing  it  is  but  the  third  Hour 
oj  the  Day.  But  the  third  Hour,  in  tiie  Account 
of  the  Jews,  comprehended  the  whole  Space  of  Time, 
which  run  out  from  the  third  to  the  frxth  Hour  ;  or  as 
we  fpeak,  from  nine  o’Clock,  till  Noon :  For  as  they 
divided  theirDay  into  Twelve  Hours, y^.i  1.9.  So  again 
they  divided  it  into  four  (Quarters,  fas  their  Nights  were 
divided  into  four  Watches)  affigning  threeHours  to  each 
Quarter,  which  Quarter  was  denominated  from  theHour 
whence  it  began.  And  lb  the  fecond  Quarter  was  de¬ 
nominated  from  the  third  Hour.  This  was  efpecially 
obferv’d  on  their  folemn  Feftivals,  when  the  third,  fixth, 
and  ninth  Hour,  was  notified  by  theSound  of  aTrumpet. 
And  this  Account  of  the  Divifion  of  their  Day, offers  the 
faireft  Method  I  have  met  with,  of  reconciling  the  two 
Evangelifts,  concerning  the  Time  of  Chrift’sCrucifixion  : 
Which  is  follow’d  byCalvin,Grotius,Arelius,  and  others. f 
Mark  faith,  Chap.  15.25.  And  it  was  the  third  Homy  and 
they  crucified  him.  John  faith  it  was  about  the  fixth  Hour, 
when  Pilate  delivered  him  to  be  crucified,  Job.  19.  14. 
that  is,  that  Quarter  of  the  Day  which  was  denominated 
from  the  third  Hour,was  not  compleated  when  they  cru¬ 
cified  him,  though  it  might  be  near  Noon,  or  the  fixth 
Hour.  And  fo  Peter  laying,  it  is  but  the  third  Hour  of 
the  Day ,  does  not  determine  the  Time  of  the  Bemnninp- 
of  his  Sermon,  preciiely  to  nine  o’Clock  :  It  might  be  an 
Hour  or  two,  or  longer  after  that  Time,  even  ’till  the 
fixth  Hour.  It  is  probable,  that  the  Diiciples  came  to¬ 
gether  in  one  Place,  at  the  Beginning  of  the  thirdHour; 
which  was  the  Time  of  Morning  Prayer  with  the  Jews  * 
and  when  the  Morning  Sacrifice  was  offered.  And  fup- 
pofing  the  HolyGhoit  to  have  deicended  upon  them  pre- 
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ciiely  at  nine  o’Clock,  the  feveral  Events  that  followed 
before  Peter'  began  his  Sermon,  muft  take  up  a  confide- 
rabie  Space  of  Time,  as,  the  Apoftles  fpeaking  with 
Tongues  to  the  Company  then  prefent,  f.  4.  And 
after  that,  this  was  noifecl  Abroad,  as  a  ftrange  and  an  a- 
mazing  Event,  ^.5.  Which  occafion’d  the  Multitudes  of 
the  feveral  Nations  mentioned  in  the  following  Verfes,  to 
gather  together  to  the  Apoftles,  whom  they  heard  for 
fome  Time  fpeaking  to  them,  in  their  own  Tongue,  the 
wonderful  Works  of  God,  v.  1 1.  At  which  they  expref- 
fed  their  Surprize  and  Aftonilhment.  So  that  one  or 
two  Sermons  had  been  preach’d  iince  the  Defcent  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft,before  Peter  flood  up  and  delivered  thatDif- 
courfe,theSubftance  of  which  is  recorded  from,  14.  to 
/,3d.  inclufively.  And  though  this  Sermon,  as  here  re¬ 
corded,  be  of  no  great  Length,  yet  we  muft  Note*  that 
the  facred  Hiftorian  pretends  not  to  give  us  his  whole 
Difcourfe,but  exprefly  tells  us, that  with  many  otherV/ords 
he  did  tejiify  and  exhort  them&c,  /.40.  All  whichThings 
coniidered,  the  Day  muft  be  far  fpent, before  theApoftles 
could  proceed  to  their  Baptiftm  And  then  let  our  Au¬ 
thor  luppofe,  as  many  as  were  qualified,  to  be  AdminL 
ftrators  cf  theOrdinance  ;  it  is  hardly  pofiible  fuch  a  vaft 
Multitude  could  be  plunged  in  fo  fhort  a  Space,  as  the 
Remainder  of  the  Day  muft  be  fuppofed  to  be.  He  tells 
us,  that  66  a  Perfon  being  ready, is  very  near  as  foon  dip- 
cc  ped  into  Water,  as  Water  tan  be  taken  and  fprinkled 
or  poured  on  hisrace.”  Thatis,aMan  may  very  near,as 
foon  itrip  himlelf  naked,  and  go  down  into  a  Pool,  or 
Barn,  and  be  plung’d  underWater,  as  have  Water  fprink¬ 
led  on  his  Face.  He  muft  have  a  very  mean  Opinion 
of  the  Senfe  of  Mankind,  to  hope  to  be  believed  in  this. 
Or  it  he  means  by  their  being  ready ,  their  Handing  ftark 
naked,  as  the  ancient  Cuftom  was,  we  are  told,  when 
Dipping  was  uied,)  before  fuch  a  promifeuous  Multitude 
of  Spectators,  how  can  it  be  reconcil’d  to  Decency  and 
Modefty  ?  So  that  the  Shortnefs  of  the  Time  for  bap- 
tizmg  to  naany  I  houfands,  makes  out  an  Argument  of 
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far  greater  Probability  of  their  being  baptized  by  Perfu- 
fion,than  by  fo  tedious  aCeremony, as  that  oflmmerfion. 
Efpecially,  if  we  add  hereto,  the  Want  of  Convenience 
for  dipping  fo  vaft  a  Number  of  People.  That  there 
were  in  Jerufalem  many  Baths,  or  Conveniencies  for  Im- 
merfion,  I  make  no  Doubt  *  but  the  Queftion  is,  How 
was  it  poffible,  the  Apoftles  could  find  fuddenly, 
proper  Conveniencies  fufficient  for  Plunging  fo  great  a 
Multitude, fo  as  to  employ  all  Hands,  that  may  be  tho’t 
qualified  to  adminifter  the  Ordinance  ?  Which  had  been 
few  enough  for  fuch  an  Employment,  had  Sprinkling 
only  been  ufed.  Our  Author  pretends  to  find  out  Con¬ 
veniencies  enough  for  that  Purpofe  ;  the  chief  he  menti¬ 
ons  are, The  Dipping- Room  in  theTemple ,  The  ten  havers  of 
Brafs,  and  the  Molten  Sea .  He  is  fo  weak, as  to  fuppofe, 
that  the  Jewifh  Priefts,who  had  theCuftody  of  the  Baths 
in  the  Temple,  and  who  had  been  the  monalEnemies  of 
Jefus  Chriit,  and  his  Followers  ^  were  become  all  on  a 
fudden,  fo  friendly  and  good  natur’d  to  the  Difciples,  as 
to  permit  them  the  Ufe  of  thole  Baths,  for  the  baptizing 
Proielytes  from  Judailm  to  Chriftianity.  But  whatever 
a  warm  Imagination  may  fuggefl,  I  believe  moft  Men 
of  a  cool  and  unbiafs’d  Thought,  upon  confidering  the 
Fad,  in  all  its  C  ire  urn  fiances,  will  be  apt  to  conclude  it 
utterly  unlikely,  that  Three  Thousand  People,  and  per¬ 
haps  agreaterN umber, (  as  I  have  fhewed  probable,  jfhould 
be  baptized  otherwile,  than  by  Sprinkling  or  Affufion. 

And  then, 

Secondly.  As  to  Paul's  Baptifm  ;  to  fhew  the  Improba¬ 
bility  of  his  being  dip’d  or  plung’d,  nothing  needs  to  be 
added  to  the  plain  hiftorical  Narrative,  given  us  by  the 
facred  Penman  ;  which  reprefents  his  Baptifm  to  be  ad- 
miniftred  in  the  Houfe  of  Judas ,  where  he  lay  threeDays 
blind,  without  eating  or  drinking.  And  when  Ananias 
had  fpoken  to  him, it  is  faid,  He  received  Sight  forthwith, 
and  arofe,  and  was  baptized.  Aft.  9.  18.  Dr. Gill  would 
make  out  an  Argument  for  his  Mode, from  Paul's  ariftng 
to  be  baptized  ;  and  fays,  P,  1  ia.  “  Had  the  Ordinance 
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cc  been  to  have  been  adminiftred  by  Sprinkling,  or  pour- 
ing  a  little  Water  upon  him,  he  need  not  have  rofe 
up  from  either  his  Bed,  or  his  Chair.”  But  if  he  was 
able  to  arife,  he  ought  to  have  done  it,in  Reverence  to  the 
Ordinance.  And  the  Text  faith.  He  arofe  and  was  bap¬ 
tized  *,  but  that  there  was  Bath  in  Judas'sHoufcS’  or 
that  he  went  to  any  “Place  without  Doors,  convenient  ” 
for  Dipping,  there  is  not  theleaft  Hint  ;  butisthemeer 
Imagination  and  Surmife  of  our  Author, without  anyRea- 
fonat  ail  ;  but  only  it  feems  to  run  in  his  Head,  that 
where-ever  he  meets  with  the  Word  Baptife*  or  an  In- 
fiance  of  Baptifm,  there  mud  be  Plunging  in  the  Cafe. 

Thirdly.  As  to  the  Baptifm  of  Cornelius  and  his  Hou- 
fhold  \  The  Words  of  the  Apoftle  Peter ,  Aft.  10.  47. 
Can  any  Man  forbidW at  erjhat  tbefe  Jhould  not  be  baptiz'd  ; 
in  their  proper  Senfe  &  Conftruftion,  plainly  fuppofe  the 
bringing  and  pouring  of  Water  in  theirBaptifm  ;  and  not 
their  repairing  to  any  Pool  or  River  for  that  End.  Dr. 
Gill  fays,  cc  The  Senfe  is,  Can  any  Man  forbid  the  Ufeof 
his  River, or  Bath,or  whatConveniency  he  might  have, 
*c  for  the  Baptizing  (i.  e.  Dipping,)  of  Perfons.”  But 
thefe  are  not  the  Apoftle’s  Words,  but  a  ftrained  Senfe 
put  upon  them  :  Had  he  faid,  Can  any  Man  forbid  theUfe 
of  his  River  or  Bath  ;  we  had  heard  of  it  often  enough  : 
*Tis  the  very  Point  in  Controverfy.  But  hisWords  are. 
Can  any  Man  forbid  Water  ?  Which  implies,  (1)  That  if 
they  had  butWater,they  might  be  baptized, without  fup- 
pofing  the  Neceffity  of  any  large  Quantity,  or  Depth  of 
Water  for  that  Purpofe  :  otherwife,  tho’ Water  were  not 
forbidden,  yet  they  might  not  be  baptized.  (2 .)  The 
Phrafeof  forbidding  Water ,  in  order  to  Baptifm,  in  ftrift 
Senfe  and  Propriety  of  Speech,  imports,  the  forbidding 
Water  being  brought  ;  otherwife,  if  thisMeaning  be  pun 
on  the  Apoflle  sVVords,  Vh  ho  can  forbid  their  going  to  any 
River  or  Bath  ;  it  is  very  harfh  and  unnatural.  He  fays 
further,  P.i  13.  if  the  Senfe  were  not  as  he  gives  it,  cc  it 
“  would  not  have  been  in  thePower  of  any  Man  to  him 
“  der  their  having  a  little  Water  to  be  fprinkled  or  pour- 
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cc  ed  on  the  Face.5’  Anfwer ,  Cornelius ,  or  any  one  of 
theCircumcifion  prefent  with  Peter, might  have  forbidden 
them  Water  for  the  End  of  Baptifm,if  they  had  not  evi¬ 
dently  a  divine  Right  to  that  Ordinance  ♦,  concerning 
which,  being  fo  plainly  fignified  by  the  Defcent  of  the 
RIoly  Ghoft  upon  them,  he  appeals  to  all  prefent, and  re¬ 
fers  it  to  theirjudgment, whether  any  of  them  could  with 
Reafon  forbid  Water  to  be  brought,  and  applied  to  them 
in  theOrdinance  of  Baptifm  ;  who  had  received  theRIoly 
Ghoft:  And  this  Senfe  is  proper  and  intelligible.  What 
the  Writer  of  the  Dialogue  had  faid  to  expofe  theAbfur- 
dity  of  the  contrary  Senfe*  that  “  certainly  the  Apoftle 
cc  did  not  fpeak  of  forbidding  the  Water  to  run  in  the 
Cfi  River  &c.”  Dr.  Gill  fays,  cC  is  very  impertinent  and 
ridiculous.55  That  is  to  fay,  the  Exceptions  and  Cavils 
of  the  Antipmdobaptifts  againft  thisText,and  their  Ways 
of  explaining  it*  to  fuit  their  Hypothefis  (which  have  no 
better  Senfe)  are  very  impertinent  and  ridiculous.  And 
herein  I  fully  agree  with  him. 

The  Baptifm  of  the  Jailor  and  his  Houfhold,  is  the 
fourth  and  laft  Inftance,  which  the  Relation  given  by  the 
facred  Eliftorian  renders  exceeding  probable,  if  not  cer¬ 
tain,  was  performed  only  by  Sprinkli  ng, or  pouringWater 
upon  them.  HisWords  are,A£t.  16.33.  t00^  t^>em 

the  fame  Hour  of  the  Night  {viz. in  which  he  was  convert¬ 
ed  to  the  Faith  of  Jefus  Chrift,  which  was  about  Mid¬ 
night,  ver .  25,26.)  and  wafked  their  Stripes, and  was  bap¬ 
tized,  he  and  all  his  ftraightway .  Our  Author  has  no¬ 
thing  to  objedt  to  this,  but  mod  extravagant  Suppofiti- 
ons  imaginable  ;  either,  that  “  there  was  a  Pool  in  the 

Prifon  ;55  or  “that  they  went  out  of  the  Prifon  to  the 
<c  River  near  the  City.55  One  may  fee  here,  an  Inftance 
of  the  pitiful  Shifts,  a  defperate  Caule  is  forc’d  to  fly  to* 
when  Men  are  refolved  to  ftand  it  out  againft  all  rational 
Probability.  ’Tis  quite  unreafonable  and  incredible, that 
the  Jailor,  with  his  whole  Family,  fhould  leave  the  Pri¬ 
son, and  the  Prifoners,  of  whom  he  had  io  ftrict  aCharge, 
(concerning  whom  he  had  but  a  few  Minutes  before  been 
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thrown  into  an  Agony  of  Fear,  Jeff  any  of  them  had 
made  their  Efcape)  and  go  forth  out  of  the  City  to  the 
River-fide  in  the  dead  of  the  Night,  “and  return  unob- 
ferved  by  any  before  Morning-,”  when  many  of  the  Inha¬ 
bitants,  were,  doubtlefs,  rous’d  by  the  Earthquake  that 
happened.  But  fuchSuppofitions  are  found  neceffary,  to 
the  Defence  of  the  CauJe  our  Author  has  undertaken. 
We  have  no  Reafon  to  fuppofe  any  greater  Quantity  of 
Water  made  Ufe  of  for  their  Baptifm,  than  what  miaht 
be  in  a  Veffel  at  Hand,out  of  which  thejailor  had  wafhed 
their  Stripes  (  and  no  Man  furely  will  think  it  neceffary 
that  they  fliould  be  plung’d  for  that  Purpofe)  for  the  fa- 
cred  Penman  tells  us  in  the  fame  Breath,  He  wafhed  their 
Stripes,  and  was  baptized,  he  and  all  his  Jtraightway 
All  that  remains,  is  to  take  Notice,  in  a  few  Words  'of 
nis  Exceptions  to  that  Paffage  in  the  Dialogue,  “  Since 
“  Sprinkling  was  the  greateft  Purification  amon<*  the 
“  Jews,  and  our  Cleanfing  by  the  Blood  of  ChrifE  and 
by  the  Influences  of  the  bleffed  Spirit,  are  frequently 
“  represented  by  Sprinkling,  and  by  Affufion,  but  never 
by  pipping  ;  it  is  a  natural  and  juft  Conclufion,  that 
our  Mode  of  adminiftring  the  Ordinance  of  Baptifm 
“  is  the  moft  proper  ”  Dial.  P.39.  Here,  Dr.  G/V/ denies 
that  Sprinkling  was  the  greateft  Purification  amono-  the 
Jews.  But  his  Milfakes  4in  this  Matter  have  been  fuf- 
nciently  detedted,  and  confuted  above.  But  he  adds  F 

“til"  IC  iS  "ff3?  -that  the  Blood  of  Chrift,  and ’the 
Influences  of  the  Spirit  are  never  reprefented  by  Dip- 

■ .  P'nS-  Hls  reader  muft  pity  him  that  he  is  fo  lame  in 
his  Proofs.  “The  Bloody  Sufferings  of  Chrift,”  he  faVs 
are  called  a  Baptifm.”  But  what  is  this  to  the  Pur¬ 
pofe  ?  That  metaphorical  Term  is  intended  to  exprefs 
anly  the  perfonal  Sufferings  of  Chrift, but  noApplication 
z  them,  much  lefs  any  Mode  of  Application.  Another 
Thing  he  pretends  is,  “  The  Blood  of  Chrift  is  repre- 
fented  as  a  Fountain  opened  to  walh  in  for  Sin  and  for 
-  Uncleannefs.  Zech.  13.  1.”  But  there  is  nothing  men- 

G  S  tion’d 


45°  A  Defence  of  the  Divine  Right  Chap.  VI. 

tion’d  in  that  Text,  either  of  the  Blood  of  Chrijl ,  or  of 
wajhing  in  it.  The  Words  are,  In  that  Day  there  fhall  be 
a  Fountain  opened — -for  Sin  and  forUncleannefs.  Which  in¬ 
tends  nothing  more  than,  the  Gofpel-Dodtrine  of  God’s 
free  Grace  and  Mercy  fhall  be  open’d  to  Sinners, for  par¬ 
doning  and  cleanfing  them  from  their  Sins  through  the 
Blood  of  Chrift.  However  thofe  figurative  Expreffions 
import  a  Cleanfing,  yet  there  is  not  the  lead  Intimation 
of  the  Manner  of  Cleanfing,  much  lefs  of  Dipping,rather 
than  of  Sprinkling.  We  find  in  theLaw,  runningWater, 
fuch  as  iffues  from  a  Fountain,  was  to  be  made  ufe  of  in 
Sprinkling  the  Unclean.  And  as  for  the  Influences  of  the 
Spirit,  he  fays,  P.  1 1 5.  “  The  Donation  of  the  Spirit  on 
“  the  Day  of  Pentecoft,  is  called  a  Baptifm,”  or  (as  he 
would  have  it  exprefs’d)  “a Dipping.”  But  this  is  the 
very  Argument  that  has  been  improv  d  for  his  Confuta¬ 
tion  :  And  one  would  think,  if  any  Thing  plainly  ex¬ 
prefs’d  in  Scripture  were  fufficient  to  convince  &  filence 
a  Wrangler,  this  might  do  ir.  The  Meaning  of  our  Sa¬ 
viour’s  Words,  Ye  fhall  be  baptiz'd  with  the  Holy  Chojl , 
is  not,  ye  ihall  be  dipp'd  into  the  Holy  Ghoft  ;  but  ye 
fhall  have  the  Holy'  Ghoft  poured  out  upon  you.  T.  he 
Apcftle  Peter,  after  he  had  receiv’d  this  Baptifm  of  the 
Spirit,  tells  us,  it  was  the  Fulfilment  of  that  Prediction  in 
'jocl.  It  fhall  come  to  pafs  in  the  lajlDays  ( faith  God )  I  will 
pour  out  of  my  Spirit  upon  all  Flefh.  A  it.  2.  iy.  ‘  But 
“  (fays  our  Author)  it  is  noton  thofe  allufiveExpreffions, 
“  that  we  lay  the  Strefs  of  theMode  of  Adminiftring  this 
«  Ordinance.”  And  there  is  very  good  Reafon  for  if, 
becaufe  they  cannot  do  it,  if  they  would  ;  there  being  no 
allufiveExpreffions  in  Scripture  taken  from  the  Mode  of 
Dipping, whereby  the  Application  of  the  Blond  of  Chrift, 
and  the  Gift  of  the  Floly  Ghoft  is  repreiented  :  though 
dipping  the  Body  under  Water  may  reprefent  the  Fact  of 
Chrift’s  Burial  and  Refurretftion,  yet  no  fpecial  Applica¬ 
tion  of  it  on  God’s  Part,  but  only  on  ourParr,  a  Ipiritua 
Conformity  totheDefign  of  both  :  which, ’tis  granted,  is 
one  Thing  fignified  in  Baptifm,  But  when  he  goes  on  to 
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%  P-  i 1 5’  “  They  are  only  fuch”  {allufive  Exprefiions) 
“  this  Author  attempts  to  mention  in  Favour  of  Sprink- 
“  ling” — This  is  certainly  anUntruth  inFaft,  and  fuch 
as  mull  be  notorious  to  every  attentive  Reader,  that  ’tis 
amazing  he  lhould  afiert  it.  Did  not  that  Author  argue 
from  theWords  of  Inffitution, which  did  not  require  Dip¬ 
ping’  but  left  theMode  free,  and  requir’d  only  baptizing 
with  Water  ?  And  from  theScripture-Import  of  the  Word 
Baptize, which  he  fhewed,in  the  lacredPages  is  applied  to 
Sprinkling  ?  Did  he  not  argue  from  the  goodAppearance 
there  is  of  Evidence, that  in  theApoftles  Times  theMode 
of  Sprinkling  was  us’d  ?  What  has  Dr.  Gill  been  endea¬ 
vouring  to  confute  in  this  whole  Chapter,  if  that  Author 
had  attempted  to  mention  nothing  in  Favour  of  Sprink¬ 
ling, but  the  Significance  of  that  Mode  ?  I  fiiould  gladly 
admit  an  Apology  for  him,  rather  than  leave  him  under 
fo  grofs  an  Imputation  i  But  I  am  at  a  lofs  for  anyThino- 
that  can  be  laid  in  his  Defence  ;  unlefs  it  be,  that  he  was 
confeious  to  himfelf,  that  this  Argument  from  the  ma- 
nifeft  Allufion  of  the  Thing  fignified  in  Baptifm  (as  ex- 
prefs’d  in  Scripture)  to  the  Mode  of  Baptizing,  carried  in 
it  Weight  and  Conviction,  above  all  his  other  Proofs. 

VC  0ne  ThinS  t0  %’*ie  had  brought  no  other 
valid  Proofs  for  Sprinkling,  and  another  very  different, 

that  he  had  not  attempted  to  mention  any  other,  which  could 
not  be  faid  with  Truth. 

And  now,  upon  the  whole,  I  may  venture  with  equal 
Affurance  as  our  Author,  and  I  hope  with  more  fafety, 
to  leave  it  with  the  impartial  Reader  to  judge,  Which  is 
the  moft  proper  arid  Significative  Rite  ufed  in  the  Adminifira- 
tion  of  this  Ordinance  of  Baptifm,  Immerfion,  or  Sprinkling 
end  Affufion  ?  Or  rather,  Whether  they  be  not  each  an 
equally  proper,  and  lawful  Mode  of  Adminiftration,  and 
e°nY°  a11  Intents  and  Purpofes  as  valid  and  effectual 
as  the  other  ?  OrwhetherDr.  Gill  has  alledg’d  any  Tiling 
to  prove  that  Dipping  is  of  the  Effence  of  theOrdinance° 

Tef °u  tdm,miftration’by  the  Inftitution  of 
JefusChnft?  Or  whether  there  be  any  anfwerabkStren<nh 
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in  the  Premifes  to  fuppcrt  his  towering  Confidence  in  the 
Conclufion,  that  Immerjion  (only)  is  confirm'd  to  be  tbeRite 
tiled ,  by  the  Places  in  which  Eaptifm  was  adminifired,  and 
by  fever al  Scriptural  Infiances  and  Examples  of  it ,  Or  that 
the  Word  Baptifm  never  Signifies  Sprinkling  —  Nor  that 
Sprinkling  reprefents  any  Thing  for  which  Baptifm  is  admi¬ 
nifired,  Which  is  yet  ftrongly  afierted  and  prov’d  in  the 
Dialogue ,  which  maintains  Sprinkling  to  be  a  lively  Em¬ 
blem  of  what  is  fignified  &  reprefented  by  Baptifm :  Neither 
had  he  the  Confidence,  till  now,  to  deny  it,  nor  has  he 
lo  much  as  attempted  to  difprove  it. 

I  know  not  whether  our  Author  be  in  Earneft,  in  the 
folemn  Manner  in  which  he  gives  us  an  Admonition 
againft  introducing  into  this  Ordinance  Subjects  which  Chrifi 
never  appointed ,  aud  a  Mode  of  adminifiring  it  never  ufed  by 
him  or  his  ApcBles :  and  againft  admitting  anyThing  into 
the  Worfhip  of  God  which  is  not  divinely  appointed  or 
commanded.  The  Caution  is  good,  if  rightly  applied  ; 
yet  inasmuch  as  adding  to,  and  taking  away  from  the 
Word  of  God,  are  both  equally  dangerous,  I  would  in 
good  Earneft  recommend  it  to  the  ferious  Confideration 
of  Dr.  Gill  and  his  Party,  Whether,fince  theModeof  Ap¬ 
plication  of  Water  in  Baptifm,  as  far  as  can  appear  from 
the  Records  of  the  New-  Teftament,  is  left  free,  and  un- 
determin’d,  they  be  not  juftly  chargeable  with  adding  to 
the  IVord  of  God ,  in  preffing  the  Mode  of  Dipping,  as  of 
divine  Inftitution  :  And  whether, fince  God  s  Covenant 
with  his  People  hath  always  extended  to  Parents  and 
their  Infant  Children,  in  his  Pronlife  to  be  their  God  and 
the  God  of  their  Seed,  both  under  the  Old  and  New^ 
Teftament,  they  be  not  as  juftly  liable  to  the  Charge  of 
taking  away  from  the  Word  of  God ,  or  (which  is  the  fame 
Thing)  of  curtailing  the  Covenant,  by  excluding  the 
Infant-Seed  of  the  Faithful  from  all  Intereft  in  it,  or  .in 

the  Grace  of  it. 
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I  wifh  them  all  the  favourable  Allowances  that  the 
Gofpel-Rule  admits,  and  a  graciousGod  is  ready  to  make 
for  the  involuntary  Miftakes  of  Men :  yet  it  deferves  their 
ferious  Enquiry,  Whether  by  reftraining  the  Covenant 
to  the  Perfons  of  adult  Profeffors,  and  cutting  off  their 
Offspring, they  do  not  exceedingly  diminilh,  and  derogate 
from  the  Word  and  Grace  of  God ;  and  frame  out  to 
thetnfelves  the  Notion  of  fuch  a  Covenant  of  Grace,  fo 

limited  and  contracted,  as  God  never  inftituted  with 
Man,- — - 
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Literal  Miflakes,  ’tis  hop’d,  the  Reader’s  Candour  will  excufe  ;  the 
more  material  ones  that  difturb  the  Senfe,  he  is  delired  to  correft 
with  his  Fen  :  Such  as  thefe  following. 

ERRATA. 

J5AGE  23  Line  6, after  Confequence,zdd,is,  that,  p  52  1  12,  f  ye,  r  yet. 

p  62  1  6,f  then, r  their.  1  27/  »j,r/7.p  73  I27, after  Evidence, *&&,of  a 
Commifjion.  p  77  1  21,  f  r  they,  p  89  J  penult  r  all  the  Souls,  p  96 
1  22,  x  Paffage,  of  Infants,  p  103  1  8,  f  not  Juitable,  r  mo  ft  fuitahle.  p  1 25 
1  7>  r  Stubner.,  p  129I  34,  for  State,  T  p  1 34  1  2  f  /£*/?,  r  there,  p 
140I  $  A  even,  r  ever,  p  141  1  17,  r  Zimifces.  p  142  1  6,  r  Confeftftons.  p 
146  1  14,  r  in  Germany,  pi  5 1 1  3,  f  confirm,  x affirm,  p  161  1  1 1,  r  Sake, 
or  Plaifter.  p  167  1  2,  f  thefe,  r  there,  p  205  1  23,  r  in  their,  p  21  2  1  32, 
r  Inftitution  of  Sacrifice  :  And  after  Fir  ft  lings,  add  of  his  Flock. ip  2 1 7  1  5, 
r  implicitly ;  So  1  33,  r  drink  the  fame,  p  223  1  1  5,  r  a  Covenant,  p  226  1 
2,  f  him ,  r  Heirs ,  1  1 6,  r  made  evident,  p  258  1  34,  f  Reafon,  r  Anfixer. 
p  278  1  10,  dele  that  before  they,  p  287 1  32, f  Covenant  x  Account .  p  289 
1  1,  r  have,  p  319  1  ^z.tihex  having  fo little  to  fay  in  their  oven 

Defence.  1  36,  r  had .  p  3  $5  1  2, dele  By\  3,  after  meant,  put  a  Comma, 
p  360  1  8,  r  which  is.  p  362  1  23, r  that^.p  370  1  8,f  Lame,  r  jejune . 
p  372  1  7,  r  moft  frequently,  Sc  1  9,  f  large  x  like,  p  380  1  10,  for  their 
r  the.  p  382  1  2.  dele  to  before  their,  p  390  1  33,  r  that  it  is.  p  398 
1  8,  r  fealed.  p  400  1  7,  f  latter,  x  Letter.  -  p  4 1 5  1  35,  r  baptized^, 
p  421  1  23  f  holy ,  x  wholly .p  429  1  21  f  one,  x our.  p  432  1  25  r favour. 
P  436  1  7.  r  Streams,  p  439  1  14  x  tantitfe  nobis,  p  440  1  15  (whin, 
r  where.  441  1  30  1  fhould  have  been. 
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